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Note to the Reader

4

- b -

In this report the term "experiiental group'" refers to the Projecf Assist

schools - Palm, Metz, and Hartip,(and the term "control group" refers to

those schools which vere -designated as general aide comparison schools.
» B .

Throughout the first project year it became increasingly.obwious that

this latter group could in no wéy be considered a control group as the

-

term is comonly defined. There were nd strict controls placed on these
schools requiring them to utilize:thgir aideslin a general way only. Nor

vere gny caéegorical'restrictﬁonq placed on the new programs which were

&

introduced into these comparsgon schools during the year. Consequently,

some of the comparison schools were more.like "experimental" schools

. *

than the control schools. they wefe,envisioned to be at the project outset.
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GLOSSARY . . -, ) ‘ . -
¥ . g - -
ws ], effective - a term used to describe feeling or enooion instead of . ’
.. thought.
< 3 . e
2. AISD - the Austin Independent School District. : J
3. basal-reader - a book written for ‘students, designed at'a designated
level of difficulty and constructed to develop read-
3 ing skills and vocabulary. .
T o
’ 4, Bilingpal/Bicultutal Project - a federally funded program the ‘Purpose *
co ) . of which 1s ta make available to mi- ]
. * nority group students a learning cur- T
-, : : . riculum in their primary language that ¢./
. : L “ ' promotes appreciation of their culture.
. . ' ha :
S. Boehm Test Of Basic Concepts =- ap instrument used to°measure learning
" T resdiness sk{lls of kindergarden chil-
|- . - dren. .
) . ~ . o ®
6. Californid Achievement Test - an' instrument which measures ability te .
.7 ‘ . understand the content material pre-
L ) sented, the performance of the student °
iy in. applying concepts to problem solving,
. and the performance of ‘the student in
using the tools of teading amd math ‘
in progressively difficult situations.
7. classroom observer - an externdl agent whose principal task is to ',
oo~ gather data by various instruments and observe
’ ~- behavior in a classroom situation. (Scmetimes .
_ . called process evaluator). ’
. i . . R
T e, . 8., cognitive - a term used to describe mental processes or thought. '

‘ [}

9. Commuﬂications Skills Project - an AISD project funded by Model Cities
and Title I. It provides additional |
staff, staff training, parental in-
volvement, and special materials and
equipment to four schoscls (Brooke,
Zavala, Ortega, Blackshear) for the

. purpose of improving studeats' read-

- - ing, learning, and :ommunicating skills.

10. - context - the situation in which the pro}ect functions; factors. both
positive and negative, that prevail in the exper}mental and
control situation, over which the Project has no control.
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. ESAA Advisory Committee &
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encdsberance of funds

EBEC -

. experimentdl
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evaluation design

formative evaluation
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.Coqntext Input Processes Outcomes, the model I
used. by the Austin Independent School District
Office of Research and Evaluation to evaluate
the performance, both on-gginq and final of
an educational progran

questions concetning the effectiveness of th(’
-program, posited by system, program, and school
.wtaffs, and for which data i# supplied by the
evaluat ich- staff.

evaluation model -~

'
-

sion questions |

h word list - contaims the 500 most gounon words found 18 many ©
) basal readers. *
- Emergency School Assistance Act, passed by.eongress in 1973

to aid schools undergoing.nhe desegregation prodess. ¢

Emergency School Assistance Act, an eth<
nically balanced group-of approximately
forty members of the community whose joh
is to comment and advise on ESAA progtags

L 4

the withholding of a specific amount’ of
money to be spent_at a later time 6n a
specific purpose, .

nnica Bducational Carporafion, the firm
IR materials and training.

-

)

.. Encylopedia Brit
which produces

g

an outline of a system by which the evaluation \
of a progtam will proceed.

L3

-".1n referencé to Project Assist, the schools #n which
the Teading.project hypothesis is belng éstively in-
troduced and tested.

.

ed-choice test - an.instrumént in-wﬁich_p student must ‘make a
selection among' several answvers given him in’
an item.

-

ongoing evaluation which provides'data for
the revision of a program on a short term
* basis.

-
.
v
-

a

A
‘22, gain'-“a statistical increase; usually defined as :ﬁe difference

between, a prescore and a postscore.

3
ral aide

L4

[y
, .
/

persons whose purpose and traini g is directed touards
‘“ overall assistance to student a@d teacher.

iv




General Rducation Diplomalrxn equivdlanéy of the geaerally.

conferred high school diplo-a . ) .

- "‘

-~

a nechanized learning and reading"pxngran

instruction which 1s~hqsed on the io-

dividual needs of each child. This

type 'of instruction uswally occurs in
" gmaller groups and w#th a’ smaller

teacher/learner ratto than does non-
7 individualized instruction, .

resources sudh'as-cxtra staff, training; and ptojectiéc-

~ tivities which occur outside the classdpom.

/%

. any training which occurs after the start of

the instructional phase.of a program,

" the analysis by a teacher or aide of a” _
student's learning progress. sIt may be.
,oral or written.

a test; a measure; ‘an evaluation tool.

- a seésion.(betﬁgen subject and proceés evaluator) in

-. . ~ v - .
I ' . . . ¢ T
L ] - " .
24, ‘G:E.Dy -
. 2}. 'qufnan systen -
26. 1nd1v1dualized 1nsttu;tion -
'27. inputs' -
28. 1inservice traihing -
. - . . , . L .
29, instructional dfagnosis -
4
30. jostrument -
. 31: &intgrview

32. -’1t€ﬂ -

.

33.

34,

35.

" .which data is orally given and extracted for the pur-
pose of program evaluatian, o

-~

Language Arts. Fair

[ 4 .

N
.

Language Bxperience In Reeding (L.E.I.R.Y -
at Metz and Palm schools.
a child brings to school and acts upon that.
is based on the philosophy:that what a child thinks can be
said, what he says can be written, ard what he writes can - "’
be-read by himself afid others. )

Likertgfypé scale

~

‘Examples:

any of various questions on a test.

.

- M -

events held at the end of the 1973- 74 school

year at Metz and Palm elementary schools.

Students and visiters were involved in LEIR
activities, and the books written by the 5bdéénts
throughout the year were displaxed and ﬁoqpred.

-
.. v

a reading approach used
LEIR accepts the language that

a question format which contains’ a statement fo%-
lowed by a- continuum of responses from which a_
person is asked to thoose and designate’ the re-
sponse most like his/hers on the étatemeﬁt.

,

How much do you use your Project Assist aide for readingginsuructional ac-

tivities?

1 U

never

2

- -~

-

rarely

3 W s
sometimes often always’ . .~ . .

Py
)

This approach '~




. 41,
42,
" 43,

44,

T 47.

-

49,

asl

46.

48.

mean - ‘the aVerage of a set of nunbers. '

ainority groups - ethanic groups other than Anglo/Caucasian peoples'
" 1o Austin, Texas, this phrase—generally refers to
blacksaand/or Hexican-Americans

N - a symbol denoting the number of units in a group.

objective - a. stated goaI of a progran, nsually very specific.

. observation - a period of time during vhich a process eValuator

' o, witnesses and records, for the purpose. of evaluationm, ‘
- . the various functions, resources, and activities of a
classroon. .

o -

outcomes = the results of the project,_dEfined in terms of student .,

.behaviors and achievenments. « -

Ap .OS) - a synbol used to describe an event which is'likely to

occur by chance no more than fdye times out of a hundred.

persent attendance - the averdge daily school attendance divided by
. the average daily school’ membership, expressed
as a percent, . .
k4 . .
phonetic anaylsis - an instrument used to orally extract phonetic
deficiencies dnd descrepancies in the students -
tested. ' o .

/\

Y

pilot project‘ - a term usi&d to characterize an experimental program,
‘ : “the effectiveness of which is being ascertained.

Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concepf Scale - an instruzent’used to
. ) . ascertain the level of self-concept in
; L elementary and junior high age children.
post“"’a*second)adminiotration of a test after and interval of tipe
" 1in order to measure individual gain or loss in areas covered

by the test: - ‘

pre - an initial administration-of a test that is to be'administered
again at a later date in order to measure individual gain or .
loss in areas covered by the test. - ’

P

.
»

Prescriptive Reading Inventory (PBI) - .an instrumen' which defines a
student s perforudnce solely in terms

of behaviorally stated objectives he
has or has naot mastered.

re



~ - v -

preservice training - 'any training held for and attended by‘thefpar-
. - ‘ticipants of a program prior to its initiatioe;
' o . - , ‘ ’A B
probability - an arithmetic expression describing the likehood of an
. . occurrence of an event. . -
processes - 1n reference to Project Assist the classroom activities :
which implement the project inputs and strive to yield
.the project outcome objectives. 1,

v, 3

kY * ' o ‘ .
process ezplnator - see "classroom observer" ’ .

. _ ‘
Pupil-Teacher Ratio (PTR) - a numerical relation describing’ the
’ . "  number of students to every teacher,
i.e., 23/1.

questionnaire - a formulated series of questions designed to elicit
. . written data from subjects for the purpose ¢f eval-
aation. T . e

random selection - a sample of the members of some total population
i /e "~ drawn in such a way that every member of the pop-
- ulation has an equal chance of being included.
reading aide - an agent whose principal task- is to provide agsistance
‘ ' to the teacher and the student in the classroom so as
xo meagurably raise the reading level of the student.

reading lab - -specially equipped rooms staffed and funded oy Title I
' resourcés, provided for the benefit of those students
who need individualized instruction on reading skills.‘

-

Region XIII Service Center - one of 20 Texas-funded resource centers
- ,designed to assisf educational efforts
in the“areas in and arohnd Austin,' Texas.
reliability - the extent to which a test is consistent in it, mea-
suring. ,
regsponse - 1in an instru*cnt, the answer given to a question either
: written or verbal.
. .
self-concept -. a term used to describe the dé%reerf personal esteem
that a student holds for ‘himself.
significant difference -~ a.phrase used to signify that the difference
between two statistics is not-likely to occur
more than a certain predetermiped number of
times by chance.

/

14




65.

66.

67.

"68.

69.

) 70/

' . 71’.

73.
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gtandardized instrument - a test designed to provide a systeuatic e
. - ~ sample of individual performance, scored ' '
: .- " in conformgnce with definite rules and °
. * interpreted in reference to certain nor-
-mative information, . -

statistic - any ‘numerical datum; an eptimate of a variable.

statisticélly significant - a phrase'used to describe an importan

. mumerical difference between two or more
statistics. SN .

structural analysis ’~, an analysis of the proper use of worqf their

o stems and prefixes. N ‘

subject ~ 1in this report, a‘persbn whose behavior is being measured’
' in some way.'-

[}

an evaluation conducted at the end of a pro-
gram, attempting to report the degfee of
success of that effort.

sumative evaluation -

LS

a firm in Santa Monica, California,
which was awarded the contract for
_ the national evaluation of ESAA ,
' ) pilot programs. Austin sthools

Palm and .Brooke were randomly

selected as evaluation units duting
the 1973-74 scheol year.

System Development Corporation -=

in reference to Project Assist, thosg persons.whose .
training is gedred to dssistance in the area of read-
.ing achievement, ¢ .

teaclwer aide -

Y B 4w 9 °

-+ a statistical computation used to determine whether or not
. two different statistics are significantly d}fferent.

t-test

Title I - the first of several sections of the Elementary and Secorfdary 1
. Education Act. The first title is specifically intended to .
raise the educational levels of minority students.

the extent to which a test does.the job it was developed -
( ‘ 1.
" B
- é 3 v
“ . . - ‘ / :

to perform. '
¢ . 3 .

vailidity -

/
viii -



the Austin Independent School District (Austin, Texas) implemen

of the ESAA I Pilot Project, locally known as Project Assist, .
clmurylchooh (Met: and Palm) and one junior high (Mertin). The
project was originally designed to test the hypothesis that students
learning in schools with trained resding aides will read bstter than
students lesrning im schools with untrained gemeral sides, and better
than students working ig schools with no aides at all. 'hvoeo:parim
gtoup- were duimtod u the latter two groups.’ , .
Churoo- obaerntim hdmtod, on the whole, that rudi.ng aideo are _
involved in more instructional dctivities, use more instructional

strategies, and work in cisssrooms more than untrained general aides .-
do. Teacher, aide, and principsl reactions to the program are, in '
general, positive. although aides ull—t.ﬂchtra had many suggestions .

‘ for improvement of the project, particularly aide and téscher training,

" Parent interviews indicate that thers is general community support for
"what Project dssist 1is attempting to do and the methods for cccolpliohing
it. Students accepted reading aides. as :l.utruction/l personnel.

L4

Despitc problems with the achievement measures used in the. evaluation, .
the dats indicate that student reading schievement during the first -
project year was not appreciably different than 1t would have been

‘ without Project Assist. No gains were seen in self cimc'ept in the )
project schools. Some gains at the elememtary level in attitude toward
reading and sahool atteudmce were seen. .

L)




- PROJECT ‘DESCRIPTION -

_PROGRAM-DESCRIPTION,

r
. ‘ . -

ntrod_t_gtiot‘r ) ‘ ’ - . . .

.

Pnoject Assist is a=1973 ¥ pilot project in the Anstin Impendent
‘School District (AISD) funded by.the Emergency School Assistancé Act
“(ESAA) . for $297,000,' The program was. established in response to a - .
. need :3‘ reduce the discrepancy in reading-achievedent between majority-
winority-group students. The project focuses on the use of teach-
er aides as instructional reading aides who have been trained in read-
- ing instructional  techniques using a specific set of reading mt.eriala.
+ The project vas designed to test the following hy'pothesis

Students who “are in contacc with teacher aidea who have ha,d v
specific training -in the awea of reading 1nstruction, ‘wills -
learn to read better than tudents who are in contact with

"~ teacher aides-who have ‘o readisig trgiming, and also

_ better than studenba uho are- 1n contact with no.teacher . .
aides. : . S .2

- ’ A . .

. "l'he above-described three groups of students being. neuuted in this
" gtudy are: B

n Exgeriﬂmental Schools . Geperal A:L*de §chool No Aide Schaols

A .
Metz Elenentary .Brooke ‘Elementary , "Becker Elementary
-~ Palm Elementary . Ortega Eleméntary ° . .Dawson Elementary
/ Martin Juniot ‘High ' Allan Jupitor High . " Fulmore Juniot BigH',
. * . T 7. '~ Travis Heights Sixth
: - o Grade Center

. - ’
. . ’ 23 . '

There are several components'to the Broject. Thege will be deacribed

" In the following séctions, - , . ‘oL . '
. , } .. o * .

Tgacher'Aide . - T : ) ‘ ’ . v

The projgct focuses on the use of 1nstructiona1 reading ‘aides. These - o

aides were-to be selected from the school neighborkoods and from minor-’ . .

ity groups. Each aide im the elementary schools worked with the teach-

‘ers’ at,one" grade Jevel. Aldes at the Jumior-high-level worked with _

. classroom teac‘hers (of either peading, Engliah or. social studies).

A11 the aides weré placed in schools to work exclusively as instruc~ '
tional clau;oo- aides on the r,ﬁias task. .

A .
. - . A4
. - . 1 _
Ea L
i .
1 .
. .. ~
.

.

",2" $
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i

w7 "and techniques. s

,ers at the three project schools also received tr

- classrooms, " .

. ' ' ! . .’
’ T o : . . P .
g l’ N b N ) « ( )

v “ ‘ ) ) . ‘ : ‘ * v, ) N
Trﬁimg i - . . . ' - ’ - ¢ .
‘Prior to the beginnimg of schoolﬁ, the aides.we.re glven .in hsiye’ read- N
ing instructional training over”a four week. period. xed,

additional inservice training during the #ojlc;' ye

Year on the use of reading materials placed .in theigsthools and in |
the effective-utilization of the Project Assist aidep placed in their” .

» -

In ‘addition to the -atove training conducted by the"pro?ect éqo,tdinatot, '
a comsyltant with Encycldpedia Britannica Educational Corporation was
contracted to spend-60 days in the project- elementary schools during
the year training aides and teachers in the uyse of L.E.1.R. materials

) w ) .
3> . ~ I4 “

-

.Reading materials which the-sides were trained to utilize were a key .
feature of the project. - The facylties at.each of the three experimental
schools selected the reading ‘curriculum which was utilized in their
school. All materisls’purchased were evaluated by Project teacherq.and :
recommended prior tp putchgse of t}:_g materials by project monies.,

7 Ve ,
- ﬂkfadiggluet:ials. - & 3 - ' ] o

Aides and teachers at the elemgntary. leyel X & language.experience
apprdach, ¢urricolum called Languagé Experieice 1b Reading (L.E.I.R.)

which was developed by Dr. Roach Van Allen. The junior high aides and ’
teachers .used a collection of materials to promote individualization of -
reading instruyction; e.g. the hevtpap'ct,'aqéioviﬂml aids, programmed,

reading curricula, etc. - .. _ ) v

- = . b

‘ ¥, - » . ! A t . . 1 -
: Audid’hsual’equipneti:'“_(recorders, projectors, record players, $tey) were

algo placed in the schools. - Library ks were bought by the project
and placed in the ‘classrooms. Some consumable materials for students',

E?.des', And teachers' use (student workbooks, paper, lamingting film,
tc.) were also purchased by the project. Filmstrips and films were

- bought and ‘rented to provide experiences from which students verbalized,

wfote, and read.” Professional resourc€\books were also ptovided for |
tegchers and aides. oo .

-~ A

ther nts Ac es <’ *

. N . . ° -

Although there was not/ a” funded parental involvement (:onponent in the
.program, some. project /activities were initidted to promote parental o
involvement in the two elementary schoois. Parents were recruited and

trained by project staff and school staffs to publish children's books
in school publishing centers. ] o

-
- A

f, ¢

.

- gy 2 ‘ ;
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. "." Young Authors Fairs were held in April 1974, at Metz and Plll to
- celebrate this writing, illustrating and publishing of over 1,000 *

books at these two ‘schools during the project year. The vriting
C . ot‘ these books was initiated by the L.E. IR, cutricult-., nnd the
- : Fairs were spomored by the project. . .
Evaluation was also a compopent of the project. A description o'f’.
its ¥ctivities ks found in t.he folloving c’ection. - o
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" BYALUATION DESCRIPTION

Introduction - ’ _
The evaluation of Prc;ject Atue sttempted to answer the following major
question: ' . . . . N
. . 1 :
Do students who are in contact with t aides who. have had ) %

. specifie -training in the area of readffig instruction learn to
) " tead better than students who are in contact with teacher aides -
. who have had no reading training, and aléo better than students
: wvho are in contact with no teacher aides? . ]
. Additional quuéimito be answered revolve sround several topics: :
program effects other than achfévement, degree of program implementation,
and documéntation of extra-program activities which may affect the program
and/or evaluation of the program. . : 3
A _iajor focus of this evaluation u' bue’d on data gatheréd by classtoom
observations and by iéterv:un_ with program and school personnel.’ '
" The following sections will describe the Project Assist evaluation’ design,
- the evaluation staff and their various activities, descriptions of the
¢ 1instruments used and their administration, and dats analysis conducted.

Evaluation Design . . "L

-.
The Project Assist evaluation design was drafted in August and September,
1973, and was revidwed by the A.1.5.D. Superintendent's Cabinet in October.
This drift of the design included: o .
Decision Qo.\.:um To Be Addressed By The Project Assist Evaluation
Program Obje iyes - - ‘
Data Co}lection And Analysis Overview o~

There are three lsvels of decision gquestions;. system-level, program-level, ~ .
and school and classroom level. Answers to the system-level decision
questions are planned to assist thé Board of Trustees and the Superinten-
dent in making decisions relative to the continuance of the program. The
information would 'also be useful to other groups. Answers to program-level
decision questions would assist those charged with implementing the program
in tbeir decision makings. Answyrs to school and olassroom-level questions
shauld assist those charged with making decisions at the school and class-

. room level, e.g., pringipals and teachers. *

. . ' - t
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Thé-g!iree u@of gz;ggg.n objectives &eveloped for Project Assist- are:

" outcome ocbjectives - the lével of student behaviers vhich the
" Program is attempting to achieve
R process objectives 4 the level of classroom activities which, 1if
) - -implemented, are expected to result in the .
Achievement of the concurrent outcome objectives

.input objectives, - the level of. personnel, training, materials,
B N B Y. eitra-clauroop factors vhich, if achieved,

- * , fre expected to result in the schievesent of
" the concurrent process and éutcomeMibjectives.

\ . . e # ~
A program objectives oie;vie_v h‘& Presented bn the following page. These
‘objectives were develc:ped by the evaluation staff, although it is recom-
» . . mended that they be developéd by both program and evaluation staff working
together. : ) A - ' )
The data collection'aend 8is overview sheets simply outline the "pro-;
- priate instruments and analyses neqgessary to measure the program objeqtives.
Also included here are populations to be measured, dates and methods
-0 measuring, and persons responsible for all these activities. ~ Y
T The completed ‘evaluation %eo:lgu is availa:ble for review in the A.I.S.D.
ince of Evaluation’. - s
1 ." ) S . »” N dg’l - A . R ‘
Evaluation Staff , ’ - .- .
. . ] : A} .
. . The ?roje eyalua(ion s}:aff 1-’ co-pooed\ of the following pesitions:
. S § ﬁrojeet.: evaldatg'r . 2 ' ’ o
& 2 classroom observers ‘ . : ’
1 gecretary ) T T

? ’ ‘ -
The evaluator is reaponsible for the evaluation of Project Assist, both
formative and summative evaluation. She is responsible for the construc-
" tion of the evalmation design. .This responsibility includes the choice
and/or design ofyall instruments used, data analysis, data interpretationm,
and all reporting (both verbal and written) to appropriate persons and .

groups. T . ‘

‘The two classroom abservers provide input.to the above-described evalua-
tion activities.’ Their wmain duties consist of the recording of process
. data in the form of classroom obwervations, interviews, and questionnaires.
. * Ditd coding, clerical work, and data interpretation is also involved in
) . their work. V. . . i
' The evaluation secretary_is respPusible for all clerical wotkand for
maintaining account balances for the evaluation budget.

. .
T ' $ '
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‘The Projéct Assist mluation uuured studento, teachers, aides, princ:l-
pals, parents, and other community people. A master cha@: listing the var-
ious ingtruments and the pdpnlations to vhom they were adlinintereﬂ

is shown on the f lowing page. . o .

Descripti of thg instruments and the detstls of their administration
are foun eceding ‘each separidte instrument report in the Appendices.
Alsp covered theére dre any problems with the instrument and/or its admin-
isgration which might affect _the validity ‘of the data gathared. "There
weye sose problems in this area,;so the reader is mcmra;ed‘ not to over~
look this particular point in te(ridng the results'of the evaluation

‘mgasures. . ¢ -

Dita dnatyoes . - o v T

/Yot the most part data were nnlyud uig the d-inuity of Texas at

‘Austin Computation Center facilities.. Keypunching services wire obtained”
‘fro- K. 1.5.D. Computation Center, the University of Texds Computation

Center, and the Southwest Zducational Development Labdoratory. Data coding
I was completed by A.I.S.D. Ofﬁce‘of Evaluation staff and outside contrac-

tors. Some data analyses were contracted by the project vith Mr. .Ji- ’
. Sherrill of Auati.n, Texas. .. i , .

-

The University of Texas at Anotin hnttarl aad srssz statistical package
programs were used for most of<the:statistical analyses. Some special pur-
pose progroms were written by the evaluption suff and contrattors

r o,
.
,‘»*‘**-

~

. Dr. Bugh Poynorand)!r Jis Sherrill. -~ . -
!
rbetailed analysis technt of cpecific data are described 1n the corre-
. sponding separate mt repor:o in the Appeudicec.
e
.! LAY ,
1

' EDSTAT (Educational Stagi.tics"l is a library of computer programs
_for statistical analysis of quantitative data, and was developed by D.J.

Veldman and Earl J s of the Ugiversity of Texas at Austin. It is
active there as well in other co-puter cyote- 4in the country.

(

23p38 (statistical Plckase ‘of the Social Sciences) is also a
library’ of computer programs for analyzing data with respect to the usual
deseriptive statisg¢ics. The origihal version was developed at Stanford
University by Dale:Bent and Normsh Nie, but has been converted for use

. on the Uninroity of Texas at Austin Coqutcr System.. ~

R R




Thiput Cijectim,a

1. Cognitive
1. Reading aides will each \ 1. The aides will be from the
work at least 90% of school’ neighborhood :and/ar mino
class time 1in resding acti- ity groups. ) ; American enrollments.
vitles. ’ A project staff will be 2, Stodents at the experi-~
Aides will work sffectively ) ! mental aad control
and cooperatively with .. schools héve scored lower
teachers. [ :
Teachers will hln a -favors-
ble sttitude toward use of
aides as imstructionsl -~ .
reading aides. y ! : 3. Studeuu in Iitle 1
4. Yeachers vﬂ\c“ecunly schools have scored means
o« use aides in reading - one or more grade levels
activitisse, : [ lower on reading tests
Students will have favira-- Feading, . than hyve non-Title I
ble attitudes towsrd use of | ' 6. $56,678 worth of students.
materials will be’ put uto 4. Students in high linc'dty .
the experimental sc schools achieved
Teachers will be tra % decidedly fewer resding
use the atdes in reading  objectives than did stu-
.'{utmuml activifies, + dents in high majoricy
An evalustion team wil) pro-| schools on a criterion—
vide continual f;::ck to referenced tesg.
the projgct per . }(Sec ‘Attachment D ~ ™ .

positive attitude t

Project Assist.

(S« Attuchment C - "lnat Ob jec-
um")- . . - .

1. Affective : ' _ . ¥ BI. Affective

9. The comsunity will ;: a Descripticn™).
d

2. Isproved student interest ) I1. Affective . ‘Same as 1 - 5 above
in resfing; - : . _ Same.as 1 - S above .

3. Iqrond -tudant oehool )
attendance.

lqronl-tdnt od.f-

(So &:ud-ut A = “Produet
Objectives™).
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® Bot a1l of the atove dita wes collectad by the Project Aesist evaluatien staff,
evaluater did wot wtiltre all dats collected by other ovalustion offorts in the ¢
’ 1]

The Projoct Assist »
istrece. s
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DECISION QUESTIONS

IRTRODUCTION
Deciaion questions can ultiutely be answered only by those chatged wvith
the decision-making responsibility; hovever, this evaluation section
attempts to summarize as clearly as possible the information that has been
.a.gq,theted to assist in that charge. A recommendation by the evaluation
staff based upon their knowledge and interpretation of that information
relative to each decision question is included in this section, Although
this is considered to be a professional responsibility of the evaluation
" staff, decision~makers are encouraged to review in its entirety all the
. data presented in the total report in order to arrive at their decisioms.
»
‘' Decision questions to be addressed in this report were establisbed in the
fall-of 1973 and were set forth in the document Evalostion Design: ' ESAA
- The questions are couideted ‘below as they
were presented there in the following sequence:- Systes-Level Decision. #2
" Questiomns, Program—-Level Decision Questions, and 1 and Chaaroon-l.evel
Deciston Quéstions. :

¢

A JB&-LEVEL QUESTIONS .

-1, 1s there any method of utilizing inatmctional aides that is
N ‘more effective than the way in which they are currently used?

w -

Récommendation: ) s

Fo absolute recosmendations can be made on the basis of this year's
evaluation, However, there are indications (not proof) that district
aides should be, trained and utilized, wherever possible, as in
_tional personnel rather than as noni.mtructiml stasf,

, » ¢
Bnéizgr ﬁeco-endation. N \

The hypothesis implied for the :::?tion of Project Asgist aide‘
currently employed has not yet fully tested, having beegy under
observation for only one year. The aides were not utilized as .

well ih practice duripg the first project year, My as' they
could have been, as measured by aide observations conducted through-
got the year. This deficiency was probably due to a neéd for
additional aide traibing, teacher tratnin&, and more adequate aide
hiring practices.

=10- .21.;
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The achidvement data doss\not indicate any unusual gain in o
student achievement in the project schools, except perhaps at N .
. the sixth grade, vhere th¢ gain was greater than at.either of E
) the control schools. Generally ' » there was no difference
: between the project schools and the arison schools on either . |
. ‘. self concept or attitude toward » - There is some indication
. from attendance data that the project sy have had & benefjcial -
effect at Palm Elementary where attendance went up this year (the. »
only -school which increased in atteadanee among the 53 elementary
schoole in Austin)., s
RS - A S — e
It is the opinion of teacheérs in the project schools (based on .
) their respohses duting interviews) that aides are very. bepe- '
L . fictal to have in the classtoom as instructlonal prsond: - )
. The aides indicated -in similar -interviews that they felr they
.made a vital comtribution to student learning in their clagsrooms
and that teachers valued their skills. Students appeared~fo_have
acce?ted the aideS as instructional personnel, based on t iy N

résponses during student*interviews. NP s
) " L » . o ﬁ
2, Is reading a good subj;ct in wvhich to concei:_trate tlgriuée of
ingtructional aides? - . Hae .
Recommendation: . . . N g
N Reading is probably a very-good area in which to concentrate

ipstructional aides in the curxent project schools. Howvever,
other schools may have greater needs for instructional aides
in other subject areas. .

) / Basis for Reco-;ndat:lon" .

’

Reading does appear, in the opinion of project teachers and
aides, to be the proper subject area to have chosen to place
- b aides,-if only one area could be chosen. Some teachers expressed
' throughout the year a desire to use aides in the instruction of .
other skills than reading, and to be able to more freely use *
them in noninstructional tasks, - Teacher and aide interview daga’
( ' serve as the basis for this Tecpmendation. (

3. - Would training in one spec:léic subject area increase the effec-

. tiveness of AISD aides?
. ~ \— ,

. . Recommendation:’ ],

' ' Alde training does tﬁcruu the 'effeér._:lveuu of aides, 4f effec-
tiveness is defined $n terms of aide behaviors and individualization
of instruction., -
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'B.uis‘ for Reco-endatibd' . -

Classroo- observations indicate that tu:l.ned aides vork in sig-
nificantly more instructional actividu, work in the cléssroom
more, and use more. instructional strategies than do untrained
general aides, - Teacher interviews revealed that, in the opinion
of teachers, aides had been of most benefit by helping to indi-’
vidualize instruction. Training in one specific subject area
certainly generates more ¢ffective aides than little or no .
training, vhich is gemerally the with'AISD aides.” This 1s
apttobeparummlytmein inco-aameuheggtheddea
are likely to be persons with lower eduudml levels than in
h:l.gber oocioeconod.c areu . . . _—_—

After one year, however,/trained aides have produced no umml
¢ gains in reading achievclent for -students, ‘generally speaking.
This‘is based on Boelm, Prescriptive Reading Inventory, and
California Achi.eve-ant Tut data. .

L)
’

At vhat school level vould the ‘concentration of aidea be most ..
éffective? %

. \;

"Recommendation: - - .

No lb.oluu recommendations can be made on the basis of this
year's evaluation. However, based on setondary obsarvation
data, it appears that at any level teachers well-trained in a
particular subject .area utilize instructional sides in thn:’{m
better thas ‘teachers not vell-trainod in tlut ubjoct area.

————

Basis for Rec_emhtion.

cuutoou obsemtions revealed d‘t most a:l.deo appeared to be
quit;e active as instructional reading persomnel at grades K-S,

. At the junior high level, they were utilized as,instructional

reading aides in the reading lab and by English teachers more

' than by social studies teachers, This difference is probably

due to the lack of readimg instruftional training of secondary

social studies teachers, and their subssquent mulity to utilize

or supervise suxiliary persommel for this purpose. Reading

teachers at the junior high level made the best use of reading

sides in junior high, a conclusion based on side observation data,
[ L8

Perhaps 1t could be concluded that if aides are to be used at

any level to improve reading achievement of childrem, they should

be p vith those teachers who are hest trained to deal with

. resding/problems of children and in situations which lend them-

selves to such instruction, Observations indicated that it was
difficult for even a well-trained aide to perform adequately under
the direction of a teacher untrained in the area in which the aide

was trained to work, or unwilling to supervise her in that vork,.

-12- 23
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L -aterials, and trd.ni-n%,,

Should ESAA funde be sought for the continuation of Project
Aesietf . ] ,

Reco-endat'ion': s T

It is recommended that any future available ESAA funds be sought
for the d‘ontinuat.ion of Project Assist.

Basis for Reco-endation: -7 .

~

Teacher questionnaites, teacher 1.nterviews, and aide mtervd.evs
1fdicated a strong request for ‘continuation of project staff,

-

One year is inadequate. f!g'initiate’a pilot project with as many
potentia.l areas for change as Project Assist and yet see a great
efféect. A change may or may not occur, but a one year triel is
too short a time during vhich to d:l.acover this.

I .

¢

‘i.

,P_locus—mvm. quzsnms
Is additional tra:l.ning required fo\aides? ! '
Re'mggtion' \ . }-‘ A
More extelsive trainiag is needed for Jyjes han vas Q:lven dur:l.ng

. Recoiendation:

the first project year, y

Basis for Reco-endation.
. N ]

tfaining, particularly in the areas of classroom
behavior modification, L.E.I.R, (the reading curric
elementary project schools), basic reading instructi
o (phonics, language parts, grammar, spelling, etc. ) tes‘ing skills, -
and human relations skille. \.

similar interviews, their teachers also indicated thaé addi—
tional training for aides was desirable, listing similar training
needs as aides had listed. The satisfaction of teachers with
their aides' training varied from teecber to teacher and from
ﬁchool to school. . ) .

1

L s~ ' N
Is program assistance required to eigiect the use of aides ;\ planned?

_ 14 N
A

s

The evaluation data strongly suggést that "additional progras ;
assistance is required to effect the use of aides as.planned.

As- 25




Basis f.or -Beco-endatton ’ '

" o During - the first project year, aidea and teachérs did not receive
. . a8 much,in~the-classroom supervision and training as was needed or
- - ' . wanted. During interviews with teachers ani aides and through
T i questionnaires administered to same, & frequent request was

- . . for additional classroom supervision and ou—the-apot treiq:l.ns/ ‘
: . : - .for both -aides and teachera. - . -

It appears that successful innovation in the curricuiu benefirs
_ *from.immediate feedback concerning its implementation in the R
cmsmoﬁ‘?ﬁﬁmﬁect Assist =
also required. that, feedback. This feedback input appears to '

- have been critical in the acceptance, of school faculties to
implementation of innovations during the first project year.

o A . e - . )y . v o R ¢

3. \‘Sbould different or additional materials bé provided? .

. S Reco.endat.ion‘ -
. . “The evalnetion data suggest ‘that, some - -additional materials sre
. . needed to fully :I.q:le-ent the program 111 the ‘project schools.

Basis f.or Reco-endation.

'n\e -atertels provided daring the first year appear to have been
appropriate, based on teachers' and ajides' responses to queation:l.ng
along this line, Some teachers and ajdes requested additional
. materials of the same nature as those provided by the -project )
during the first project year., Teachers iost often requested com- |
£ sumable materials, and aides most of.ten requuted L.E.I.R. resource
A : . books, -

-, ,' L. 4, Is\gg;;}ggalat{‘inin@ required for classroom -obni'vers?
. Recommendation: T e C ) -

.
2 : ! I3 v, .- Lt
: ~

Classroom observers do require more training in several areas
than they r during the first project year. . -

Basis for Recommendatiom:

It became apparent from -the outset of the observations, through ¥
teacher and aide interviews,\that aides were nervous and uncom- .
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hfo;nl and formal intmiqa during

teachers that it was important for
classroom observers to msintain a ftiendly. objective relation- .
ship with aides teachers without becoming involyed as
counselor or supervigor. Teachers pointed out” that it vas par-
ti.cnnrly _important that observers avoid offer:l.lig advice to
aides or teachars. . i

It was discovered thr
the year with aides

.

Tt also became apparent from staff, lutim t the year A
‘that in the future classroom obsexvers should be given a more

4- Y
.

\

-Jetailed orlentation into the nhﬂom and .procedurés of the
evaluation office, more :csponibﬂity for specific parts of the
program evaluation, and’ ‘WOt € ties for input into deci-
‘sions made regarding mlut;l.on am!. where amoyrutc. ptogtll
amm:nqm g S

t -

e sew 2

L

Should ewvaluation acuvitie- bq mtimed as plmd or are nlm-
ations required?

5,

Recommenda

Evaluation activities &nd the evaluation dasign sould be altered

‘for the alteuti.on of the evaluati du:l.gn and activities are: )

. The mluttton design shoul be changed, 1if possible, to

designate more comparable s ls as comparison schools.
it 18 &8lso recommended- thit the term "control schools" be

formally to "comparison schools", sincé it is not

pbssible to control sdequately the processes, ioputs, and .
contexts ‘of such schools. It should be noted that no other
schools i{n Austic are really comparable to ;he experimental .
schools, sinck the experimental schools were so designated

because a’f their patticullrly low achieve-qg patterns,

-

\

-
-

‘,The evalult:l.on achievement {nstruments should be re-selected
in order to provide for more consistent uhlniatratim.
more interpretable data, and therefore more useful informa-
tion. for dcd.nion-nung The Prescriptive- Resding Inventory,
though no dbubt.a valuable diagnostic/prescriptivé instru-
ment, is not the 1,dul evaluation measure fof this parttcuur
" program. .

It'ds recc-cndod that an- {mproved trainiing progrem be’
designed end carried oyt next year for informing all .school
persomnel renpom!,ble for group testing of children of -

_ the .standardized conditions uwder which:these instrugents
must be adainistered, It was distovered this year that

i

1525

somevhat from those used during the first project year. Suggestions




s;endardized r.éata are given under nany dffferent oondit:lona,

* * and oftemn the "standard” way is found wvanting. Some '
teachers were found to lead students to give the correct - e
answers on instruments intended for program evaluation, Some . ~
students were adainistered the instrument over a faulty
public address system which yellded insudible inlttuctim.

Timed tests were often given under untimed conditiocns, and
a list of other unacceptables pr3cedures could be given here,
This situation must be corrected if evaluation is to be more
than an academic emerc:l.se. .  }

Basis for Recommendation: ~ - )

A'closé inspection of the process, context, and .nch:l.eve-ent data

indicated that the above changes evaluation’ design and

activities should be made, Impromptu wisits to experimental and

control schools during. testing periods by evaluet:l.on staff i{s the

bu:[s fdr t:?e third recommendation wmade ebo;e S )

Shouid the progral deei.n be altered? - N . ok
‘ .. . ; /

Beco-endation: . ¢ S -

' “!he progm deed.p appears to be appropriite and acceptable. )

Bee:l.s for Reco-endat:l.on' - B p =
Neither aides nor regular school staff hdicated in interviews )
r questionnaires any difficulties great enough to warrant a
e_in the program design. Most teachers -in questionnaires
or int®rviews expt®ysed enthusiasm with the *design, overall ' .
mandgement, and foc of the progrnf )

v L4

AND CLASSROOM-LEVEL DECISION oNS . ‘ ; .

e

Should the school con’tipye to \.pertzl,c:lpate in Project Assist?

)
Hecommendation: *

Teachers at all three project echools in interviews rvh lmingly |
requested to continue 1n the program next year. t mdjority

of teachers who worked ‘with tional aides for the first

timé adamantly requested to them back next year. All three
principals were supportive of the project during the year, as

messured by Principal Questismnaire responses, and worked coopera-

tively with both program and evaluation staff to 1lp1elent the ‘

.broject. .
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. 2. _Does the regular school staff need additiomal training for the

s

"implementation of the program? PN

£

Recommendation: . . -

a
.

Teachen’nu& additional- training to completely implement the
Project Assist program. Sufficient program staff should be
provided for giving this serviee to teachers and aides. It is

" also recommended that those principals concerned with the opera-

tion of Project; Assist cooperate with Project Assist staff to
provide sciSol ‘staffs with this requested training.

-

Baais(;or Recommendation:
According to teacher interviews and questionnaires, the teachers
feel a need for more training in the areas of the reading curri-
culum used in the project schools, planning with and for the
aides, utilization of the aide in the classroom, and understanding
what the project is all about. ' ' '

The aides also indicated in their interviews a need for further
teachér training in utilization of the aides, planning for and
vith the aide, understanding what the project is all about,

and human relations techniques for use in resolving conflicts

vith aljihs. .o .o
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CONTEXT DESCRIPTION.
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8o nany utn-progru changes occurred during the first _project year that
any context description must consider the school environments prior to
the project start and the ‘school environments ‘after the project started,
The first of the following two sectioms will atte't to describe the

.schools as they were prior-to this year, and the second sectiom will

describe thouib:ventn vhich occurred in the project schools but vhich
were out.aidg controel of the’ prbjoct. :

'\A third section will address the question‘of coqu;abillty of the deli.gnlted

experimental and controls foupn. o

’ - \“\\
DESCR IPTION : PRTOR “/1.91 74"

The three project schools, Mets Eleméntary, Palm Elementary, and Martin
Junior High, are located in the predowinantly | Mexican-American populated
section‘ef Austin, Texas, near the Colorado River. Low incomes are the
rule in this netghborhood and income levels (proportional to the Austin
average) are declining because economic migration but of these arm

" occurs to more prosperous areas to the east and south.

Tbe three school environments into vhich Project Auilt wvas introduced

could be descrihed as inner-city schools with predominantly Mexican-Ameri- ®

can enrollments. Achievément and attendance were low, dtopout rates
were high, and parental involvement was very limited., The two ele-enury
physicdl fagilities were quite old, while.the junior high is new.-

Palm Elementary, built in 1892, is the second oldest school building in
town, Metz Elementary was built in 1916, Martin Junior High was
constructed relatively recently in 1967.

r-mmm-,ummmmaumxm.umu
the district since 1965, hed béeen placed in these three seheols, This

" Title I aid im the elementsry schools had taken the form of extra cur-

riculum and reading professionals, counselors, homs visitors, kimder-
garten and library aides, and additional reading meterials. Makrtin -
Junior High had been a Title I school uatu one year 380 usn,-m,

Despite th fnvestment of additiomal ‘rith I m since 1965 in these
schools, rather disappointiag schisvement sceres have been measured for
the same years those monies were spent. Students in these schools score

"significantly lower than studeats in mon-Title I schools on achievemsnt

tests. The achievemeat gap videms cltuuuuy ae students become older
until at grade 8 the otudentc at Martia and Allan Junior Highs are reading
sbout three years below non-Title I -cua-m (m ‘hbh IV-1 on following

page). . N : : ,
8- 29 ; _ .

4
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L ) Table 1V-1: ALl ‘ \ EVEMENT TEST READING SUBTEST RESULTS POR A, I.8.D
' \ TITLE T EICHTH GRADERS AMD NON-TITLE I EIGHTH GRADERS FOR )
y . ) ‘ - SPRING, 1973 . |
I 1
I s - . .
l , Title I - 532  5.74 6.10 - 5.88
: - ron-ritle T | 3287 T8 8.82 8.81
' Student .attendance in the. three projec/ schools was extremely low. In

1972-73, Pala Elgmentary students' percent of average daily attendance .t

L

(ADA) was 88%, two petfentdge points below any .of the other 54 elementary
- schools in town. Met:z Elementary's'ADA was 92 percent, ome percent below
the Title I elementa average and three percent below the non-Title 1
elementary averagé. ttin Junior High's percent of ADA (82%) was the
lowest of all the fichools 1n town;, including elementary and secondary

schools (see Table IV-2 balpw). (
e v C - . .
4 4
Title 1 3 L. o - 93 . 84 ~
TS T edemieler .. | o s ¢ 93
Project Assist Schicols . > N R N
Palm . - ¥ g8 ’
Metz N 92 1
T oV Maretn - - ' 82
L ; 1
- . 3 . -




Prior to this yelr students at Martis Juaior
at a grester rate than at any ether schegl P,
. the omly other Title I scheol (see Tsble IV-3 below).

>
.

Table TV-3: 1972-73

- N
oo

n

=00 oowNmMOSENUVNE

»

woeNnNCOoORHEWND
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YR
m-munxv—z-:umxmnumyfumum-mux
schools in Awstis. The reported mumber of 1972-73 volumteers ia Titls I schoels.
1s/less than half the mmmber reported for mse-Title 1 schoels, end almeat
mtnmdp:kQPnjcth(mubthm)

. Martin

Title I Average , ‘19

Nou-Title I Average - 39

—
.

PTA enrollment is also ex_treély lov in these three project schools.

-




', until after school started, and additionsl teachers were hired in*

__‘

. control. These changes, .some at the school level and some at the district

during its first_ year.

*. Principel Reassignment ST R

. ‘
v . A ]
.

1973-74

~

- ,. . ) ‘ .o s . .
xI_n‘adclitiqn to the context factors outlined in the previous section,
several changes occurred in the three pProject schools just prior to and "
+during the first project yess, factors over which Project \Assist had no -

leve] , drastically altered the context in which Project Assist operated

R »t

schools received new principals. and Metz had previousiy had . i
male Anglo principals. However ip Lugust, 1973, just prior to the starting
of school, two young Mexican-Amefican siles were assigned as principals.

This reassignment came as s surprise to the two elémentary 1 culties,

and produced a predictadb amount, of unrest and required adfustment on -
the.part of teachers to thé nev principals. : .

The first and perhaps greatest :%m that the two elementary : v

/ -

. ) -
11/Teacher Ratio (PTR) Reduction

e

obber change was the reducé;lon of the pupil/te-acher ratio in 16 Title I

/

schools, inc¢luding the two’ elementary schools. This grew out of . ,
negotiations between the Austin Association ichers and the A.I.S.D.
‘administration.. This change reduced the /te&)ber ratio at Metz

to .21.65 and to 23.42 at Palm. This reduction was not implemented

September and October. This required a reass t of many students
to the additional teachers. In sn evaluation.o the pupil/teacher
reduction conducted by the A.I.8.D. Office of Evaluation, it was

found that both principals and teschers in the s in which the PTR T
. reducsion occurred noted that the most common problem’was that of children >
having to adjust to a new teacher: ° T, -

This led to conflict'end cemfusiom as children shifted loyalties,
adjusted to new authority styles, and becape acquainted with the '

nev téacher. The move also Ied to some feeling of rejection -
among the children ioved, and to some added discipline pz;pbla- as

a result of the confusion, feélings of rejection, and other .
attendant problems.l .. . : )

N L]

Sixth Grade Schools ) e

In response to a'U.S. federal court order on integration, A.I.S.D. imple-'
mented a sixth grade gchool concspt. .The function of these schools vas
to locate all Aystin sixth gradets in eight such schools. Their purpose
vas to provide integrated learning enyiromments for sixth graders and to
obviate the busing of Younger elementary students.to achieve this purpose.

»

. ' =

&

. . - ~
: " .
lPauia Matuszek: Pupi}/Teacker Ra uction, Formative Evaluation
Report No. 2, Context Report. (Austin,Texas: Austin Independent. Schoo
District, 1974) PP 3-4. S a . ‘
. d =21~ VYA : ' y
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. graders (not sixth graders) .were "senior” students on campus. It is

¢
d ilu it too much chagge at one time?

Qche instructiona{‘dides, staff develgpment, and constant’ evaluation of

This ¢ had several inlic;th’gm_ for the three Project’ Assist schools.
For the first time, sixth graders did not ‘attend Metz and Palm, and fifth

suspected that changes for elemsntary students are implied by this inno-

vation, although this évaiuation did not gather any data concerning this

hypothesis. This grade change also affected elementary staffing pat{erns:

smbprevimuly sixth grade teachers became fifth gr'ade teschers; sosie
grade teachers transfetred to the sixth- grade schools, etc.

- Wy

This sixth grade school innovation more directly affected Martin Junior
High, because Martin became one of the eight schools in .addition to
continuing its 7th and 8th grade programs. Additionmal staff, reassigmment
of staff apd space, and a myriad of other chnnzu accompanied this immo-
vation, not the least of which was sixth graders' reactions, good or bad,
to, being "low man on the totem pole" again. .

.

ESAA Bilingual/Bicultural Project ' .

In addition, the ESAA Bilinguallnicultuul_grojec: vas also implemented
in all three Project Assist schools. This project provided addftional
“staff to each of the two elementary project achools: 1 curriculum writer,
1 community represenutive (home wvisitor), and 7 bilingual classroom aides.
At each grade level a regular classroom te;ehe:‘ was assigned as ‘'the bilingual
teacher for that grade level, In some cases this person tesm-taught with
a ‘acnolingual teacher. Staff development, bilingual materials, and commu-
" nity invélvement were heavily“emphagized by this program. - This bilingual
project had as mgny imnovatioms, if not’-ore so, than did Project Assist.

. . ’ ) -

o

It was intq this rapidly changing context thst the new reading currfcuh-, \

Project Assist introduced. From the ab discussion it will be
-apparent. to the der ,that much change.and ovation occurred in the
three project schdols during the 1973-74 school year. One question
which must be addressed here 1s: “Was it too much change at one time?"

It might be sppropriate to discuss this question in 1ight of earlier
vwritings on this subject. Giacquinta (1973) discusses the process of
organizational change in schools and identifies four organizational areas
vhich may be affected by chnnge'

B

1. The primary goals or objectives of an organization and thg subtukt

or subgoals necessar¥ for their attainment. ,
1 - -~

2. The domposition or constitutions of members.

. ~ 5. 22— 33 "




3., The organiution'i work procedures and machinery.

4. 1Its socisl structure: system of co‘;-ﬁfution, sathority
‘ structure, roles, lnd vork flow system. : )

When the five ma jor progrmt\iucroduced into Metz, Palm, and Martin in . i

1973-74 aré regarded in light of the abuove four potential areas for. impact of

change, the implications seem to be as outlined below:
. ‘ -

Table IV-5: CHANGES IMPLIED AT PALM, METZ, AND MARTIN BY FIVE MAJGR
PROGRAMS INTR MG 1973-74 . -

-y P —— -

SCHOOLS AMD ¥ROGRAMS -coats* | starr® | moczomes® | rouss :
: ‘ (1) (2) 3) (%) ‘.
. )
METZ AND PAIM: ’ ¢ . )
Principsl lm;imt X X X X
PTR Reduction X
Sixth Grade Schools. X x
—
_ESAA. Bilingual/Bicultural X X X X
ESAA Project Assist ¢ ¢ P tox '
’ - ‘ -
MARTIN JUNIOR Hicm: . | . > ,H
' b - ) 5
Sixth Grade Schools x- |- x ) S X
_ESAA Bilingual/Bichltural x | x x . X
ESAA Project Assist X p{ ) 4

mese four cstegorjies represent Giancquinta's four potentul areas of .
organiutiml change (see previous page for s more complete listing

of these areas). )
) ‘e LI . . - ) L 3

a

-

Perhaps several of the X's on the above table could be argued, buteit ;loes
sppsar that (excluding the PTR reduction) each of the major programs in-
sroduced inte the three project schools during 1973-74 causes ot just ome

. change, butmmlchmm

\+

- Review of

1“).01.:@1-“ !‘bomctot—tutmwhuboh.

Fred K, Kerlisger, pditor. (Itasca,
Illinoies: F. E. Peacock Publishers, Inc., 1973). _
3¢ )

+
L)




. Evén Project ‘Asaist by :I.uelf is not jut one innovation but seversl.
 The various features of Project Assist also have potentul areas of
. impact (see the following uble) v

..‘ ¥4 ' .
Table IV-6: mx.murr METZ, AMD MARTIN BY FEATURES OF
"> PROJECY 4S8

-¢

Project- Assist '
Progras Festuges

lasdes

L.E.I.R. (new reading

Aide end téachés
_'ituini_'gg

4 P4

Evaluation

Andio-visual
Materials ’ X

* Thesé four categories rcpruent Giamcquinta's four potential aréas of
organizstional change (see previous pages for a-more complete usting ‘of
these areas). ).,

~ e

~
. . -~ _-' IS

' One would suspect that 1f current theories related to organizational change
are valid, the three Praject Assist schools (especially at the elementary
level) could be at a point of négative return. There comes a poimt beyond
‘which teachers', principals’, and students' time.and energy cannot be divided
adequately smong the Warious programs. At this point 1t could be that people
will either ignore sny additional euggested or even mandated changes, or.
they vill try to do everything right and perhaps wind up not adequately
implemeniting any of .the changes. .

‘rherem, ofcmu,othrimnmlmofthc Mdau it may be
that people can accept unlimited change, or that the five major programs
iqlmthicwuktz,rdn,mdmuunmgmmyto
implemsnt at once Oummthcmaofm its
effects, however, no mors then

be managed at any one tims. m-ﬁpnbfthruuia
M.uwuroun-smmd slm, snd the twel
indicated for Mart{n Junior High'during 1973-74. . ’

- / .
- lhrml co-mication fron Guu Enll author of The
] , mtal com lon o
groceu vithin &timl mu:ur.um Papcr prumted at the Aunrican
Bducn,toul Research Auod.ltm, Annual Meeting, (Chicago: Apru, 1973).

g =24~ 3 J
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COMPARABILITY OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS

- -

. PR - o5 .
As the note to the reader at the beginning of this report indicates, the

‘’ Pyoject Assist schools, the general aide control schools, and the no aide
coutrol schools were not entirely comparable. The tables on the following-
two pages are sttempts to contrast the six elementsry experimental and
control schools and ljkevise the four grades 6-8 experimental and comtrol

. ,schools involved in this evaluation on various school festures which are

not coqurab_lg between each of Qu three comparison groups.

Perhaps the greatest de ents to comparability of Project Assist schools
and the control schoals are: -

. Dr. Frank Cuszak's resding program at Brooke Elementary. (This
undergraduate education trainming program was probably the,source . ..
of ' the twelve more instructional persons being present in Broo )
classrooms than in Metz or Pala classrooms.) -

P - L i
" . The higher sociceconomic status of the no aide comtrol group com-
. pare to that of the Project Assist and the gengral aide control
;n%s. . . .

N

., _The historiexlly low achievement scores and attendance patteins .
of those schools designated as Project Assist schools. (Therefore, . '
20 other schools in A.I1.S.D. were reafly comparable on these two
. counts.) . .

Tl »

-t

From the sbove points it is obvious that the evalustion design for ‘this
project is less than perfect, owing mostly to realistic, public-school
kinds of restrictions on design of the evaluation plan, The reader is
urged to remember the shortcomings of the design when consddering the .
results of this ev’lution. . R .

It is recommended by the evaluation staff of Project Assist that great
efforts be made prior to and during the 1974-75 school year to improve

N

¢
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“able IV-7: COQMPARABILITY QF | ELEMENTARY mmeamim.s

e [ 4
- \ -
N~
7

. )
PROJECT ASSIST SCROOLS GENERAL AIDE CONTROL SCHOOLS - - BO AIDE CONTROL SCHOOLS

_METZ PALM BROOKE ORTEGA _ - BECKER DAWSOF &~ .
“m Bilinguel/ ESAA Bilingual/" " | ore ey Roser's JReading Tutorial g, Indfvidually Guided
(U.Tex,) Progrem (district); Education (IGE) -
Progras - Progras Program; Commm{ca-|{] #xtensive Title I

Experienced Black Experienced Anglo
male female

Mua - ' 61% M.A.
592 B, - 4% B,
qa 2 A

<

16y M.A. 8% M.A.
192 . 151 3.
65X A 77X A.

2.077 ) ) - | mo"data

Y

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

+




1972-73 Ne.
Voluntesrs/School

¥ H
Percent Students from
Low -Im‘l'-uhl

).
1972273 Percent
Att_-l-u -

972~73 CAT

5.07 7th grade
6,02 Sth gradg
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" . _The followidg pagss briefly outline the attainment of the etatdk
Jectives of the 1973-74 ESAA Pilot Project Assist. There are three

major categories of cbjectives, each category corresponding to one

of the main divisions of the CIPO evaluation model. The first is .
Outcome Objactives, followed by Process Objectives, and then Input .
Objoct:lvu. , ~ . .

For each individual objgctin, there 1: a detailed statement of that

objective, a statement of the lcnl of attainment for that objective

and an overview of the -relating to the level of attaioment. -
The reader. is referred to appropriate sppendices which includd, -

more technical reporting o .data collected corruponding to each

objoctivc. o~ s / N

Threy/ categories of objective u:himt gnrc designated: "Pfobably . »
met /" "Partially met,” and "Probably Mot Met.” (See the following < . |
‘ .) The word "probably”was wsed in two of the categories to sc- - PO
knowledge the fact that-the evaluation of the project may not have

measured all progress toward each cbjective. )

‘OUTCOME OBJECTIVES ’ -

. K C N . ST

|

1

|

|

M

- B ' ' 1
|

|

|

""1. (COGNITIVE OBJECTIVES o
- 1.1 Ioi:t;;ud'Studnt Reading AChievement a . - -

LEVEL OF ATTATIMENT: Probably not met. \_

EVIDENCE: This objective consists of several sub-objectives, _
Inspection of the results referred to below indicate that at _ T S
most levels the achievement objective was not set. |

e
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‘ '1.1. l; . - ' .:

2. Isproved stedmmt in vesding. .

-

.l-lhgauc-.-iu"'ut.glmtm.l
’mmumwuud-.
tively with teschers.
.wu&t«m-m«m-
- toverd ues of slies.ss instructiomal

3. 'lh-lu:- uugsu . ive two weeks of

o&ululgnm.m -
15 Teschers will recélve’training ia the uee
of the specific resdinf msterisls uwsed.
6. £362678 worth of materials will
be put iato’the experimental schools.
z.r-am_ux_:umuu:op'.'m

11 ‘ : .
.hmu_-n;lm“-_
“4inual feedback to project persommel.

. The tommwaity will heve positive atti-
. '] » tuds toward Project Assist.
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I.1.a By the end of the instructional project period, August 27,
1973 - May, 1974, the mean scére of students in the project
Kindergarten classyooms will equal or exceed ths middle . "
socioeconomic level midyear m;iml norm (35.3) as measured
': by the Boehm Test of Bagic Concepts.

' LEVEL OF ATTADWMENT: Probably met.

*EVIDENCE:

Results of the Boelm Test of Basic C(mcept choved that kinder- °
_ garten students in the project schools achieved a mean of 34.3,
‘ a score not @fimtly differeat from the objective score

-~ of 35.3, and considerably higher than the low socioeconomic hat

"~ norm of 28.4. The gain from pre to midyear was 6.8 points, "
significantly larger than the average gain of three points
recorded for low socioeconomic children in mtioml norming
samples (see Append:lz A). . ‘
N
- It should be od out that Mstz and Palm kindergarten
students scored i t the same on the Boehm during 1973-74
as during 1972-73. -

|

1.1.b By the end of the instructional project period, August 27,
1973 - May, 1974, a statistically (p .05) significantly
"higher number of stixients at each Project Assist elementary

* school will achieve mastery on at least 507 of the reading
objectives selected® for that level as measured by the McGraw
Hill CYB/Prescriptive Reading Inventory (PRI) over the level
achieved on an administration of the PRI in sgpt-bct 1973.

*Classroom teachers, under ‘the suplBvision of the Title I
. Learning Coordinator and the Title I Reading Coordinator wui -
select from the PRI those“objectives which will be eq)hasizegﬂh
at théir school and various grade levels Quring the project. :
7.
LEVEL OP Ammmu' Probably not met.

EVIDENCE: ~ ,
This objective vas not met at grades 2, 3, and 4 at Palm and
Metz (see Appendix B). Reading objectives from the PRI vere
_not selected for emphasis by teachers at grades 5 and 6, due

" <to sn oversight by .the evaluation staff.

Bue to vaﬁ..ltions in the adainistrationyof the PRI (which were
detected too late in the year) at the eiawtary general aide
control schools, no comparisons between the experfmental ele-
mentary group and the general aide control elementary group

_ ~ can be made. Comparisons between the experimental and no
aide control groups favor the no'gide control group. The only’
exception tp these findings was ;t\l.["e sixth grade level where

*

. -31-
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lower
_ control .mu*uwmb&‘m ,
tunately, the Glzg was not coded in 2 mammer to permit immediate

-

. _ .

thecpcimlbtdnum

statistical comperiscus of the gains for these two growps at the
oixthgndelml. . ~ :

By the ead of the instructiomal.period, August 27, 1973 - May,
1974; at least 60X of the students at each Project Assist
jmughgrdclqddnhﬁimmdthirndm
level by 1 full year as mesisured by the Reading Subtest of
the California Achievement Test (CAT) over the level achieved

’unadliniomtimgfthewhw 1973.

LEVEL OF ATTATIMENT: Probebly ot met.
EVIDENCE : . ’ ot
Due to inadequate commumicatiom between project mlut:lm staff

and district employees respousible for group testing, the
September, 1913, administratign of the CAT did not occur.

. In mid fall; 3,1tmdecldedtomtlupteviouym¢

district test scores (administered February, 1973) as the
pretest and the current year's district sdministration test
scores ( ered hbrury .1974) asthe posttest.

mm-fout cent of tln seventh graders at Martin Jmiot
High gained one full year in resding achievement from February,
1973, toBebruary, 1974, sdministrations of the CAT. Eleven
mntof&e&bﬁhpﬂcowmwmuruﬂm
achievement during this tipe, bassd on CAT test scores.

N . R
m‘ - -
o -
———
.

Due mainly to insdequste communication from evaluation staff to other
e district persostnel responsible for testing at both the district and
school level, there were ‘obvious problems with the validity and com—
parability of the outcome data (see Appendicss A, B, and C for more
tailed presentations of these problems.) . It should be stated here -
t the eviifuation staff of Preject Assist will attempt to improve
this commmication and to standardize .o-evhat the unstandard conditions
under vhich evaluation outcome m are cmcntlx. administered in
the district.

-

er, based on the outcome data available this year, and taking into
t the problems with the data, it nevertheless appesrs that read-
ing

t of Project Assist students vas_mot gruter than 1t

would have been’'in the" abuneo of th7/project. '

(ol NN

-
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II/I The apetimt&@tndentc will show a statistically (p<.05)

)

-significantly grester interest toward reading than the"other
groups of coitrol students as measured by attitudinal instru-
mtsahinhterﬁtotheatdenutz be end of the school |
year.

g3 3
LEVEL OF ATTAIWMENT: Partially \., {

/»"
}.

1. Elementary Reading'Attitudinal Test

EVIDENCE:
e
g

Atthctndof t fi.tot projccty!a: there was no signifi-
cant diffe:ace this measure between elementary (X-3)
Project Assist students and general aide control students
at any grade level or as total groups. ' Is comparisous
between Project Assist and no aide control students, a sig-

. mificant differemce at the first grade level ia favor of

~  Project Aseist studeats vas fownd. The differemce (favoring

* the Project Assist ) between the total‘growps was very

nearly ai.nif}cat 0575).

Pareat Intm:lm -
During interviews eouluctd at the end of the first ptoje.t
year, Metz and Palm parents indicated on a three point scale
(1 = yo, 2 = can't decide, 3 = yes) that their childten were
more interested in reading this year than last year (Metz
parents 2.85, and Palm parents 2.47). ’

L]
.

Secondary leadg At‘titnﬂnll Test

At the end of the first project year, there was no difference
in sttitude toward reading betwsen the Project Assist and the
general ude centrol schools, except st the sixth grade level
+ where the difference favered. the general aide comtrol
students. However, the no aide contrdl students scored
. . significantly higher on the reading attitudinal instrument
than the Project Assist students. ’

Teacher Interviews

Teachers Were asked at the end of the first project year if
they felt their students had cbam a greater interest in
reading than their students tbe previous year bad. On a
five point scale (1 = definitely a0, 5 = definitely yes),
the teachers' responses were not clearly positive: Pslm
teschers 3.1, Metz 3.2, and Martin 3.4,




’

Mtkhutvim

-

E ',A: the end of the year, Project Assist aides were asked,
"Do iyou feel that students’ attitude o-rdru:unghu\,
tmproyed this yser? On s 3 point e (1 = definitely

no, 5 = definintely yes) Palu udea responded 3. 5, Metz
4.0, and Martin 4.2,

nmmm Taken as a vhels, the evidence iadicates

ij.ct Assist hnh utuulo tam.'d
Bave elementary resiiisg

-
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. I1.2 The experimental ‘stedents will show a significantly grester increase .
. _ in schodl attemdance than the other groups of coantrol students as -
< nﬁrdby-mtméfatm?coﬁiatﬂnmdofthe

~ .

first project year.

. " LEVEL OF ATTATIMONT: -Partially met.

~ ‘1. usnmi ofl’_'_;ﬂ}_wglmrdc

( A report relessed by the Department of Pupil Accounting at the
end of the 1973-74 s¢hool.year showed that Paim's perceat of
attendance had gone up frop 881 duriag 1972-73 to 891 during
. 1973-74. Metz's atteniance had gone down from 92X to 91Z, and R
Msrtin's went down from 827 to 812. '

These changes occurred the: context of a decreasing district
- ‘ atteniance. Ths overalll sttendance for the district ' -
S "+ went down 1% this yesr, from 92% im 1972-73 to 91% in 1973-7%.
"7 Palm was the only oune of the 53 slememtary sthools in Austin
u.hauuthdrmtm(mwun). ’

3
¢ .- SMMARY: , .
SROURY , _
:

- S TS RN RN T R | N e
’
\

-

\ One of the project schools (Palm) incresbed their attendance, and ' -
. the other two project schools (Mets and Martin) decréssed in atten-
: dance, in spite of the.fact that Martin, at -the end of the first
. . ' semester, was the only junior high in the district to djow a con- .
. * _ stant incresse in attendance. Particularly significant was the fact
. that Pala was the enly elementary school "in Austin (with S3 elementary

5

) schools) to increase its pergent attemdance. With the exception of
" . Allan Junior High (vhich retained the ssme atteamdance as the previous
/- IS year - 85I), the schools in the two control groups dropped ome per-
o . cent (Brooke, Dawson, Fulmore) or two percent (Becker and Ortega). -
f > ) i -~
’ ’ o S 1
(3 ]
. s
L] ) - .
. . ‘ .
 _ - . 4
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The experimental studeats will show a stjRistically (p <.05)

significantly greater imcresse im self 4 thea the

other groups of com students as ed by the Piers-Harris
Children's Self Scalectthebqimhgnddofdn

. school year. \

LEVEL 07 AqTAIMeEDNT: rr&jnuy not met.

. "
L4
EVIDENCE: <
AL -

"1 Paederrs Children’s Self cgg-gc' Scale -

4 ’\
A:thtthirdmunl thnmonodiffumbcm

. ,hojntMtMaﬂdtbuofdnmmluwnon

either prs or post test msasures of the Piers-Harris. Signi-
fimtlmuhwmcnubymthrumof
;rdem(mwul).

Atthcfourtbgndclnd,mlaucsudauqutheym
vith a significamtly Gigher self concept tham the Project Assist
ts, snd maintained that edge throwghout the yeir. The
ject Assist fourth graders bad a sigmificantly higher self
concept at the begimming of the year thea the no aide control
students, but had loat that advamtage by the end of the year due
mapumphby&cwaihmlm losisnificut

change is self coucept was made by Project Assist or gesmer
aide control fourth griders. Nowever, s sigaiMcant pin
mfotthna“cmmlfmm'(mwuz)

STMARY: : ‘ _

Significant losses ia Melf-concept were made by Project Assist ~
third graders, aad no significant change wvas made by fourth graders.
The data stroagly. hllmu that the self concept objoctm was not

‘met. .
l , ¢
- ~, r
- . \
[~
/\ f
‘ : 4 \’* ) .
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"OBJECTTVE: S S $
1. Aides will each work at least 90Z of school class in resding
sctivities as measured by classroom observations, aide weekly logs,
apd teacher and aide interviews. - .

LEVEL -OF ATTATMMENT: Partially met.

. .
.
EVIDENCE:
4

-x1. Aide Observations

»

~

The following data were gathered during 207 aide observations ¢
ducted during the second semester of the first project year:

v

. o Mets ‘Palm _ Martin  Total

‘Percent of time aide worked on 58.86 76.45 82.72 73.61
fnstructional task ’

Percent'of time aide worked on 41.14 ° 23.55 15.96 25.95
_noﬁ'-hutructiml task T . .

P:ércent of time aide vorked on 58.19 75.28 - 89.76 .  75.32

reading activities - o7

The above data indicate that aides averaged about 752 of school class
time 1in reading activities. This falls short of the 90Z objective
ss stated abowe.

) -
: : -

Aide Weekly ng.

Atdes vere requested by evaluation persomnel to fill out and return
veekly logs recording how they spent their time throughoat each
- day of the week. Not all of the logs were returned; in fact the
return rate for the entire year was as lowv as 12X at one school.

Because of tﬁfinconplete return rate, the data returned are not

presented here. .

When looking at those logs which were retu;zq_d, it appeared that
ides who returned them did not perceive thit they worked at least
a of school class time. in reading instructional activities. In

-, fact, their estimates were far lower for this activity than the »
aide observagion figures above.

r- ’




Teacher intcrvicua
’ ’Autuéhenatuctzmdrahaadanﬂutintmhulubomked
- with Project Assist aides were interviewed in midspring, 1974.
In respounse to a quastion that solicited information about the
percentage of tims the teacher felt his/her aide worked in various

activities, the folloving~information about smount of time aides
spent on ruding mu'uctiml utivitiu vis collected:

"What percent of school time each
e . day does your Project Assist
Metsz . Palm Martin aide spend on:"” -

58.892 77.242 ¢ 66.9% a. Reinforcing and/ér tutoring

. _ T smsll groups or individuals’ e
19.382 14.412 14.0% b. Instructional supervision
. of large or total groups

Since teacher estimates of the timé that their aides spemt on
various activities are based on the total school day instead of
class time only, it can be assumed that the percentages givyen by
teachers would be somevhat larger if based only on class time.
_Therefore, it can be tentatively stated that Project Assist hers
perceived that the{r aides (Project Assist) spent at least of
class time in direct instructional contact with students.

"‘ . - . . :/
RN T, 3
Aide Interviews .- . -
Interviews of Project Assist aides were conducted by evalua
.staff during the month of May, 1974. - A question soliciting aide

estinites of the amount of time they spent on varioun activities -
ﬂelded the £oIlov1ng mfomtion .

[O

. "What percent of each day do you
Mets Palm -  HMartin spend inm:™ .

43.332 56.83% 69.22% - 8. Reinforcing and/or tutoring
‘ small groups or individuals

24,172 22,592 18.00% b. Instructional supervision of
. > large or total groups

3
-

Since the above estimates by aides are also based on the total .
school day rather than class time only, it can be assumed that
aides felt they. spent at least 902 of their class time in reading,
mtmtioml activities.

P




It sppears from dats ylelded by aide cbservatfims, aid€ weekly logs,
téacher interviews, and aide interviews that aides did not each-

spend at least 90X of school ‘class time ia’ reading instructional - .
. .8ctivities. 'The data appear to bé conflicting, but since observations

' are probably a more relisble sdurce of data ‘than personal ‘opinions,

the 90 objective wiis assessed to have,beey partially met.

It should be noted that the 90 objectivp was set up at the beginning’
of the.year as an‘srbitrary abjective by an inexperienced evaluation
and program staff Vho ‘thought this was a reasonable goal. Rowever,
- after one year's experience of observing aides, and finding out how .
much time can realistically be ted to be contributed to this
activity, it appears that 60% or 70X of school class time is a more
reasonable goal to expect to achieve) It segms that the "best" and
"most effectively utilized" aides spent no more than this amount of time
each day, on reading instructional tasks. There appears to be'a certain
amount of time. consumed in setting up for lessons, moving from class to
class, etc., that consumes even an effective aide's time each day.
In conclusion, it appears that the "90Z" part of-this objective vas :
perhajs too high an objective to be attainable, afid vas an unreasonable -
objective, ’ : P . ‘

- C
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OBJECTIVE: . = ' , . _ I

“ N B . . > -

“ b

. 2. Aides will work éffect'l'vely'?and. cooperatively with teachers in teaching I

. . | reading, as measured by a score of at least 3,5 on 5 point Likert-type

N attitudinal instruments adninistetql to teachers and aides at the end i
of the year.

-

"LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Probabiy met. - S ¥

o "EVIDEKEL: -

1. Aide Questiomnaire: *

This- instrument measured aide responses to questions about the
cooperation and acceptance extended them by their school staffs.
Their responses to the majority of -items rangdd from 'agree’ to
"strongly agree”. In addition, Pfoject Assist aides' responses -
B} were, in general, moré positive than responses from untrained
" general aides fn the same or comparable schools (see Appendix L).

b 2. Teacher Ques #ﬂues‘

On 5 point scales (1 = definitely disagtee, z = definitely agreej,

i
1
‘ ‘ * teachers who worked with Project Assist aidés agreed in,the fall i

(4.2) that their aides enjoyed working with them. They still

agreed with this statement in the sprimg, but to a lesser extegt
(3.9). 1In the spring, teachers agreed (4.2) that the aides in
. their classrooms had worked cooperatively with them this year. ~

3. Aide Interviews

.

t'hen asked to characterize (by ratings on four scales) the worl.
with their teacl.crs, Project Assist aides rated it 4.4 on 5 point
: L scales: enjoyalle, cooperative, rewarding, and ef fe€tive: (see
Appendix ¥). This indicates that, from the aides' point of view,
- they worked effeetively and cooperatively with teachers.

3 [

SUMMARY : R K .

The evidence above indicates x.hat aides probably worked effectively and
coopgut:lvely vith teachers.

‘e g " . %
. . . . >
. \ -
.
- L4 * . .
- \
.
» . ‘
N - . - . .
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' ¢ OBJECTIVE: o » / o ‘ .

3. The cooperat ng teachers wﬂ.l have a favorable attitude tpvagd
. the use 6f teacher aides in teaching reading as measuréd by a

: score of at least 3.5 on 5 point Likert-type attitudinal instru-

e -, hents adninistered to the teacbeto at the end of the gear

o

LEVEL OF mmm-r Probably met. = .- [

¢ . -
.
- .
- ’ . ¢ - . . 1
e t . ..

- . EVIDENCE: e A B2 T

) 1. Teacher Intervieva
e - In response to the question, "Db you feel your Project Assist .
aide has been effective as an instructional reading aide?” ' |
postt}vely on the 5 poing scale (1 = defin:[tely =
not, 5 ely: yes): Palm teachers -4.41, Metz teachersLl» .70
end Hawefn eacyeu 4.42, ,

Pifty of the 55 hchets mcrviaved said they would like tg have
49 a Project Assist aide again 1n the;lr classroom next year. .l
- : *
2. “Aide Interviews ? R
L3 e . .- .
Aides were adked if they felt thelr teachers thought they had been
effective as an, instructional reading aide during the year.'n a
,’ 5 point scale,, Pal- aides responded *%.18, Metz 3.8, Martim &4.3.
. . : The responses were positive, but less so .than their teachers -had
’h ’ . responded to a similar question. Bowevet, seventeen of the twénty '
' aides said they thought their teachers would like to have a ‘Prcject .
- . ABSlst aide 1n their classrooms again néxt year.

3 * <

3

\ SUMMARY: y ¢ .
g The above evigd’ence‘\éxg}icates that teachers do have a favoratle attjituyde v
. toward Project Ass aides as instructional aides. In general,

Project Assist aides perceive that their téachers feel this way. ) .
- i . L4

) '3 1
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e 4 OBJECTIVE:
4. Teachers will effectively utilize the skills of the aides in reading
. activities in their respective glassroops as measured by observa-
R * tion and instruments administered by the evaluation staff thgoughout
" the year. - . T ' , ‘

. u;"mm.amumﬁt Probably met.. ’ y

-

>

4

.o EVIDERCE:

) 1. Teacher Interviews . - N
) -Teachers im all three project schools 1nd1c:tai that Ptoject ;ssist
' aides had been the greatest bemefit by helping to individualize :
‘ : iastruction for their students (see Appendix M). To-the extent that.
individualizing instruction is an effective use of aides, this evi-
dence offers support thig tybjective was achieved.

2. Aide Observation Guide

dbservations revealed that, as a group, Project Assist aides atked -
oo . oo instructional tasks more, used more ianstructional strategies, ard
. worked in classrooms more than did the control general untrained
aides. To. the extent that"time spemt in instructional activities °
is an effective use of aide time, this evidence indicates support for
the objective. This particular evidence was corroborated by aide
. .. : interviews and a,{de‘ weekly logs.” - : ‘

- It sbo{.m’fe pinted out that the Aide Observatioh Guide measures
04‘— quantity and frequency of aide activities, not quality, RKext year's
. ] observations will attempt to provide quality measures of aide activi-
&y . ties. o A : Co
3

'. Case Studies ' ‘, S - -
- . .
Even shough this data.is:anecdotal, the case studies, "A Day in the’

. ie)scribe:l indicate that aides were well utilized by teaclers (see:
pendix O). ; ‘

. sqmaRy: . o N

- B . N N

- ' - LA 4 .
, . In general, evidencé from the Aide Qbservation Guide, teachér inter-iewvs,
¢ . tde interviews; and aide case studies tadicate that Project Assist aides
] utilized by their teadhers to individualfze instruction. They were
. . ‘idvolved in signdficantly mqre instructiogal activitieés and used signifi-

_ cantly more-instructional atrategies tban @:ﬁw'gmral aides‘.
_ Based on thiswevidence, it -appears-that thiis objective was probatl}y. zet.
! ‘N . Y, : ‘ Lo A
. = il v - - * g .

. .
¢ .
- ¢ s hd .t

»
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. Life of Two Project Assist Aides,” the activities observed and L. f
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OBJECTIVE: ,-\»_' T T

'-‘5r _The experinntal(qttﬂents will have a favorable attitude toward the -

use of teacher aides in reading -activities as measured by a score
of. a\‘l.em 3.5 on 5 point Likert~type attitudinal instruments

A administered to the students at the end of the year.
'\ LEVEL OF ATTATMMENT:  Probably met. R
. » ) ., '
. . . - " e } b
. - IIbEnce: : RN - '
. ] , x0T TN .

1. Student Intervieva o .
Student :Intetvim revealed that students in Projecs Assist schools
indicated they had a positive®attitude toward the aide as an
instructional person (see Appen#tix K). Project Assist students
indicated a significantly-greater willingness to seek out aides for

. _ assistanée’ in reading than did oontro'l studmts who had untrained
/ - general aides.

-~ /

2. teacher Questionnaires

SN

‘ 1
Teacher responses to an it

naites about student-aide ppoL fndicate that students do respond
positively to the'Project reading aides (see Appendix 1).
-~ SUMMARY: ,/ ' i ‘
This objective appears to probalfly hive been met. '
- -7 » -
™ - -
N : ' v
. -
-’ o
’ . ’ ‘ 5U . .
o . -43- .
." - ’

on the fall and spring teacher question- .
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1. The 23 resdfag aides vill be selected from the school neighborhodd
® ‘. -amd/or from mimority growps as msaswred by peyzroll records.
LEVEL OF ATTATIMGENT: Partially met.
- 4 _ \
EVIDENCE: - . : R 3
/. .
1. Payroll Records T
) _ L -
The boundaries designsted by Austia Isdepemdent School District for
’ etz and Pals Rlemeatary Schosls asd Mertia Jumior Bigh School.are
shaded on the attached Austin map (See Figure V-1). The
for what is locally agreed to be the Esst Amstin Commmity are
< designated with dsrker lines. Each aide's homs has beem plotted om
/\tl_n—p-ndhwbyacw.
mumm&mwmammqumunthe
dw,u_dd*ul_m,-duchymaumﬂtym
nember. . -
- ‘ . . . .. /
* Table ¥-1: XESIDENCE DISTKIBUTION OF PRQJECT ASSIST AIDES
' " |a. Wumber of aides i iive 1n Mets, Pals, AN : .
Zi‘ ... mh“ml‘“w...Doo,o....i"......‘
B. Nmbér of aides who live ia East Austin ‘-

(MWM).........-...-.;

L * LJ L] * L] .- L] 7

- C. Wumber of aides who do not live in either

- “ w M L] L] L] L] L] L] L ... L] L] L * L] L L] L] L " .’. ., ‘&
- AR . . Total 27 |

*Phe ‘total indicates that seven new sides were hiffed during the year
as replacements for aides who left. The sddresses of only four of
these nev sides were available at press time. ~ '

y

! ) ~ . -
| ) L ) 4
]
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Ysble V-2: mmmﬂmnmm
R -

. Y :. - "

A. Anglo. ., “ “ o 0 0 0o 060 s 5 000 00 0o 2

‘\——

L N [ 4 L o ® o L[] L . L * * o 2 @ ‘
- f

The above data i.ndf;zuumt the
umﬂththnéopttud! Anglos.
because of an effort by the projedt coordimstor to |

wmtdpouthoaﬁuhird.

The above dats iadicates that the cbjective .was least met in terms of
aide residence.:. However, six aides who did not live in the designated

ButmmuwwunhMcdyMtyWs v,
in Somth Austin. L

rd
'nnpmj.ct mmmmm“tmummu the
preschool aide trainimg workshop, aad had three days in which to hire
all the tescher aides. hiring time probably prevented an
sdegquate. check of mllmm and recruiting of applicants
vbouvulmthc.choou. .

.One question raised by the analysis®of aide nbucncy is, "Is the Mexi-

can-American. (or other- ty) neighborhood really gonfined to 'East

Austin’ (or some other ° tion) in Austim?” aide residencess plot- N
_ tad on the Austia mep ‘to extead morth, ) east and west.

Perhape Auti.vu Sore egrated than is sometimes believed. [See

Figure ¥-1) : C . .

- . L'
"mcaus}the proposal guidelines are not sufficiently explicit in this,
rea and because neither hiring criteria was totally met, the project
_ evaluator hn designated thio objective as "Paftially Met."
‘ -45- 5"1
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- OBJECTIVE: o
2. The project staff will be hired accerding to the followimg time—
table as messured by imspection of peyroll records:
1 Coordimator - July 1, 1973 . ’ '
1 Bvaluator/Developer - July 1, 1973
- 2 Secretaries - Jgly 1, 1973 :
< 32 Teacher Aldes - 1, 1973 \ L
: 2 Chutooh Mnn - September 1, 1973 . ‘
l.Bm OF. ATTADRENT : Prohbly not met. X
. _.‘: )
Pa——— - - » -
? . EVIDENCEr * !
! 1. Payroll Recordg. -
N muv—&:. nnrmm‘mmmmmnm -
. 2~ - . s . s
I : - |Target Actual Days Lost Total D
. Position Hiring Hiring Per Person Lost
Date Date
" |1 Project Evaluator 7-1-73  7-10-73 10 10
1 Secretary for ‘Evaluator|7-1-73 , 7-17-73 17 17 .
' 1 Pioject Coordinator  [7-1-73 8-7-73+ . 38 38
1 Secretary for '
- . Coordinator 7-1-73 8-27-73 58 58
. |32 Teacher Aides  '[8-1-73  8-10-73 10 20 !
9 + .2 Classroom Observers 9-1-73 9-10-73 10 20 :
o - ]
Totals 143. 405 i

.

The fact that the project coordinator was hired 38 day# behind schedule
resulted in delays and difficulties for the rest ‘of ,the staff. Since the
project evaluator was hired nearest the target date, she was responsible
] ) for plamniog and organizing .the three-week aide training session. This
i ’ decreased the amount of time available to her for planning the evaluation
of the program. ‘

The evaluator was not experienced irn the teaching of reading and related
‘activities so her time was channeled igto study and inquiry rather than
into planning the evaluation proced activity upon vhich she should
". - have concéntrated these first weeks. Also, the aides e hired late due
. to the lateness in hiring the coordinator. The ramifications. of this
situation were that .all thirty-seven aides were hired during a three-1av
period. Due to this very short time period the coordinator was not allowed

. . oo

- . 53
o . .
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[ - . -- -
. .

adequate time to check referencdlf qualifications, \nd past employment

- records of applicants. Also, the training session for the aides .

.- - began late; efore they did mot enter the classrooms until @ Y
school had been in session over a week. ' This late schedule al preyented

- tmheui %nd atdes from r];;ﬂ:icipal:i.ng in any preschool trn..i.ng ther.

h

The classroom obsetvers were hired tep days late as & result of the prior
missed target dates. Consequently there was.inadequate time available

for their training and orientation to the project. There was a loss of ~ - )
classroom observation time since they d:l.d not enter the schools until ™~
i after mid-September. : : /

The fact that the secretaries were hired late resulted in the evaluator

and coordinator ‘taking time from their specific duties to take care of ~
clerical work., Interviewing applicants for the secretarial positions at

the later dates took critical time away from their already rushed schedule. -

. . . 3

STMMMARY: - —

s were lost due to the late hiring of "'
the- thirty-eight day late hiring of

-, In summary a total of 453 personf
s project personnel. t eritical
’ the coordinator. T
The factors contributi the late hiring of preject personmel an nany
. and interrelated, but appear to revolve around two major ones: United
N - States Office of Education ggaat approval and notification timelines, ~ °
K and AISD advertising and hiring procedures and the, length of time required
+ for hiring decisions. An additional factor that discouraged early hiring
- vas the federal court order om desegregation of AISD schools that was ex-
pected throughout the summer. The uncertainty and confusion fhat accor-
panied the wait for this court decision led to many delayed hirings in
the district., - ¢

., *
-




" EVIDENCR:
Documsatation

: . ) ~ )

The 23 Project Assist reading aides who worked im the thres experiméstal
schools began s §-week traiming workshop om Amsgust 13, 1973, They met
wyfumdammumum [

-
2

nummfuummm-uu:hmmum-
aa ovexview of the project aad the expectations that
for the reading aides. ‘nnfouwhgday'm- .
skills, bumen/race rels-

" Wox a day by day
description of the workshops, see the Mhm P.

The aides received printed material on-memy of the swbjects studied,
ummammuammm
s6d other classroom tion. rh-ntéootboc.aqucknlub.le
—rofma!urdu bq-votkuthcehsm

mummmtimam-&dthnlydcmm-
uou mmofmfm“mmwu:ucm-_
rooms from 8:00-12:00. Ia the aftermsom sessions.the aides met at
Mmm&mdmnd\mmjm eobrdmtot
thkmi-cuud-yprou-m -

1]

2™ Pre—school Alde Evaluation by Project Bvaluator

the pre-school aide trainisg workshop, aides vere
‘ and skills ia 19 sreas. At the end of
themselves in thede aress.

wee sslf-ratings

P
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Pigere V-2: 1973 PROJECT ASSIST PRS~SCHOOL AIDE WORKSEDP EVALUATION
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L using LEIR, .using "Systems 80" (a resding wechise) to teach ,
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Although these aress did ghov s substemtial gais, the sides did mét *
feel they knew emough sbout somp of the srees (3 om 8 4 point scaje)
at’ the end of the workshop. The aress ia which the sides rsted their
inowledge below 3 ("know emough about it™) om the scale on the post-
workghop evaluatioa were: use of slide projector, use of fils projes-
tor, wse of filastrip projector, teschiag readimg throwgh using LEIR, \
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iiiv,hwucln.-"hfor—lm - ,. tesch reading through

bassl resiers, serve as 2 languege ‘for children, aad commuaicate
with parents sbout their child's in veading.

Fy

The)aress ia which the aides felt they ware wesk indicate a naed for
a cuphasis on use of ayiieo-visual equipnent, seme of the

fsthods weed for tesching and/or testing resding, aad commsaicatios
"skills which would include feeling cemfortsble about serving as &
laaguage model for children. The data also indicates the aides felt e

l‘hcmlutmoftlnadctrdmiwrkdnpnmld that a grest amount
ide learning had occdrred, even though at the end of the workshop the

aldufdttbyumdumbum&utmmumydmld.

in ali, tgobjntinmwmununtformm

whobemchemjoctymuhojoctmm

Bowever, it dmuhmtdthatuuofﬂnoﬂ“m.uu
resigned during the first project yesr. Sevea of these aides were replaced
with nev untrained aides, (The other two aides were not replaced, lesving
a total of omnly 21 readtng aides in the three.project schools). WVith a
few exceptions, the replacements received little or no preservice training

EE.

in reading instructional techniques the project staff. This is based .

on statements made by aides during erviews at the end of the year (see
Appendix'N). It is suggested that an effective training progras be imple-
mted;oprovidenmsuryjob skills, foraidu-hoeo-cincotheprogru
afm:bcbeginningofthcochoolmr
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. G,Thouduvulunatwa:hru-uy_tuhmmmdtb
. teachers prior to the beginming of school,.them participste in an
. m—pmnammalmﬁ:hthuuhcndchmmy

work throughout the school yesr, as msasured -by instrumeats admini-

stered by the evaluation staff. e ’ - .

LEVEL OF ATTADMENT: Partially met. e
_ ) . o\
N ‘ . %

. EVIDENCE:

1. Documentation by Project Coordinator

There were fifteen occasions throughout the year vhen aides and
teachers were qaim (see Appendix P):

Pre-school Workshope 2

Professional Conferences (TAIR, etc.) " & (All ‘wtaff) -

Matearials Evaluation Meetings 2 (Martin staff)

LEIR Training Sessioms ‘ 2; (Metz and Palm staff)
1

(Paln staff)

~

- Planning for Young Authors Fairs (Mets and Palm staff)
“~ - Parent Involvement Sessions (Palm staffy)

-

N

Only —three of gb :
school. The junior high aides did ntu:drlt_hl_y‘ school meetings
T

of the Feading staff. They also attend 9 district-sponsored
Mu for reading personnel during Confierence days (see Appendix P).

«(2. Aide Interviews T
, - | -

. In interviews done at the end of the year, several aides requested
that aides be trained more on the same topics as teachers vith
teachers, so they would know more what the teachers expected of-

-, ' . .,'thd,@wtuchulmmmvhltauumlddo(mwuﬂ).

3. Teacher linterviul /

- : \, Teachérs expressed a similar desire for joint ‘teacher/atde training, il
/ so they would know better what aides could do were supposed to

i g

o/ |, da (see Appendix M). _ :

4. Teacher Questionnaires

{ When questioned about their willingness to attend preschool work-"
. shops with aides, teachers at all three project schools agreed they
mould 1ike to attend if paid a stipend. ‘They suggested that a 3-5
jcyf_yorbbdp would be 1degl for them (see Appendix I).
. g .

. ) ._Sz_‘ 6-
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SUMARY : . . g

Atdes and teachers did attend joint training sessiond during the first .
project year (37--only 24 ofwhich included all teachers and all aides). ° - |
However, aides and teachers indicated through interviews and question- -

naires that the amoumt and/or types of traiaing provided was not .

sdequate to meet the joint trainiag meeds that the project professionals

and paraprofessionals workiag together in the same classroom say they

have. - ] ' ~

Aides and teachers did not receive the three days of joint in-service -
training before school' started. (Palm teachers and aides received one

-

.day of training together at this time, and Martin teachers attended one

-

afternoon seu@on) . .

r ) , .
v - : : : :

i\.




.- ] ’ -
The teachers at each experimental schecl will receive specific
training in the use of resding materials selected By esel school
\um-deytb!nijndother'
~ project staff. :

llmoramz ?rohbgut.'% | I
. ' - v . ~ - b . *
EVIDENCE: - T
1 1. D;eneauiion by %ject coordinm
-The following uble prov:ldu ax cvm!.. of the materials training

provided to teachers by project -uff ‘or eouultnu hited by the
project. - '° ] 5, . ' <+

-
1.

-"-~ :'
‘| Training Provided

LEIR Materisls Training by LEIR
Coml;ant

Materials Evalustion by Coordina-" .
tor ) ", Ak

v

TOTAL DAYS TOTAL GROUP TRAINING 23 31y . 4%

- . "‘sv‘
Extensive training occurred at the ptojoct elementary ochoolu, but little
occurred at the jumior high level. The LEIR sessions were ‘conducted by
the EBEC training consultant for LEIR who was contracted by the project

for this traiaing task. See Appendix P for a eowlcte luti.ng of.all the

LEIR training thit was conduced during the yesr.

*The secondary school teachsrs were involved in four materials evalyation,
sedsions during the year. These sessions were used to loute high
interest, low level materials for grades 6, 7, and 8 and to,_
evaluate sudio-visaals. In addition, representatives frol several
curriculum materials companies met seven times during the year ‘with
'groups of secondary teachers to discuss the use of Boffman reading" .
-chhu, Scholastic boeks, and EBEC materials. In additiom, the project
eoordiutor met individually with several secondary teachers to discuss
¢the use of reading -tum- throughout the year.

SwouY: - , T .

A great deal of effort appears to have gome into training the elenentary
teachers 1in the use of the reading materials uséd by the project. ‘How-
ever, more tyaining at the secondary lenl is perhaps indicated for
next year in this srea.
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iz on.mc'rm\\ . : .
' . 6. By the end of the profect year, $56,678 vorth of reading material -
will be purchased and uaignea to the three project schools for
the classroom teachers ‘and reading aides use in teaching ;eading
as’ measured by ‘inspection of AISD accoufiting records,

~

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Partially met:

N ) < . . ) i’ - . . ‘.
zvmm«’:z S ./ 7 N Lot
. »' J+ AISD Agmtingjec;’rds - ;"‘ )
. - As of ‘June 30, 1974, $48, 391.49 'had been paid.by.ANg Business
- Officg to various firms for audiovimi comn-able, and non-coh-"
_.‘mble learnjing nterigls for stndenta. As of June 30, a total
. of § .25 had been encombered fhroughout the Jear by Project

. Assist: for learning materials. This df¥férence of $6,474.76 .
*+ between funds encumbered and funds paid out resulted f;o- incom-
A plete ‘shipments, orders having been cancelled because they, vere
_ ‘not delivered before the end of the project year, and delivered.

. *'materials having not yet been paid for by the AISD B‘ciness
. . Office.

r -
- o LY

’’ o It vas the project philosophy that no materials would be bought
. by the project until chers had revikwed and recommended them
.. * ' for purchase. In addition, the time required for approval of
e purchase requisitiopaand orders within-AISD channels after leaving
) the Project Assist office, ‘accordipg to Project Assist program
y staff, generally required. one mpnth. The combination of these

»

~ two factors did prevent all materials monies from being encum-
. . bered early in the school year, and were probably responsible -
' - for those late orders which had to be cancelled becauae they had
e v t been deuvered before the a:d of ‘the budget year. ,
R B Approxintely $1800 of the budgeted funds were never encumbered.

@ 2. Aide Ob%ehation Guide

N

— . Observations indicated that sigpificantly more audioviaual equip-.
. - - ‘ ment and materials vere annd in Project Assist classrooms jgem-
pared to geheral aide* control zlauroo-as

» L) - ~

SteARY: —
_ The majority of avai ble funds wvas spent Qis year. ~as of
A 2 June 30, 1974, it appeared that $8,300, dinus the amount st to be
ot 4paid out by the AISD Business Office for materfals received, would be
. returned to the Office of Education. — = .
.:- B - - v ‘
- \. " ) : - : .
. N % B ‘ . " F 2
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R 3 meoomm teachers at Mets, Palm, and Martin wil] be trained -
o to effectively utilize the skills of .the reading aides in teaching
. s feading in thelr respective chsm during motthly inservices
e - &8s measured by documentat Ptoj.cc Coordinator.
P LEVEL OF ATTATIMENT : Partially met. Nl
. . . ’ T : ) . . -
‘ -+ . EVIDENCE: ' ‘ . .
NN Tt ¥ .- . : ‘ '
: < L : Documentation by Project coordmm e T

According to Staff Development dedulu for 1973-74 (see Appendix'P) °
. there were five training sessions for teachers held exclusively on
®.° ‘' how to effectively utilize the aides in their classrooms. The

- first documented training sessions are recorded as February 5 for
- . " Martin teachers, February 12 for Metz teathers, and February 19 for
* . Palm teachers. ~There were two other recorded teacher training . !
w on using aides which were ative evaluation reports on .
: r iaterviews held for Metz t llay 9, and for Palp
-_teachers on May 30, 1974. Although 1f1ca11y recorded as

- de utilization training, there 'ﬁ: six LEIR consultant sessions
L October and November, 1973. sessions did include tastruc-
on about how to use the sides in various LEIR classroom activities.

. * 2. ,Ajdé Interviews Y & :

During interviews at 2hq ‘end of the first project year, atdes indi-
W cated that their.teachérs needed more training in the supervision,
- ' plming. and’ utiliution of mtructiml» aides (m A.ppqgix N).

T 4, 'l‘uche: eqmim L -

.

During 1ntervtm at thfe ead of tpe f&rat project year, teachers
-~ : also expressed i nerd-for wore trainiig in how to effectively utilize °
- ajdes in their classroom. Specific- requests for classroom supervisien

by progta- -staff for this® purpase vere -de (see’ Appendix M). i
. . .

By

N
e '

. o L 3 ’ . .‘ ' e . * PR .
. It ;pp“rl that so cffort.tnat" 1nz train -tucheu ta effectively -

use igstructiconsl-sides. ﬂrdlng to ‘aide and teschér inter-
view responses, ‘this tra was not- gnt@rcfy ";dequatg to meet this ’
Sl " - o, y

Ohjectiu. - ] .

.
'y ~
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OBIECTIVE: L s ' K .
8. An evaluation team (1 p'rbject evaluator, 2 classroom observers) will ’ .

LN

conduct weekly cofferences on the progress of the project ‘as measured .
by a written statement by tha project mrdiut.or at the épd of May, -/

1974. . -
LEVEL OF ATTADSGENT:  Probably mot met. D / )
-~ 4 - . > & . - .
1. Documentation by Project Eoordimator ) ) . s . . ‘

-

In the fall the evaluation staff<and coordina®r were jin close contact . ‘

becuauofthenecusityo fr equent trips to the experimental schools . .- .

nﬁ the need to ni: observation guide.. With the .dvcntk o
final observat guide however, the coordimator saw less of the .- :
tion team, depending on the complgted observatiom guides as

f k.
ﬂ ' : .‘t v

Then 1t bea-epbﬂwithlttheobjec feedback contained in t
‘the instrument did nmot provide sufficlen formative evalugtion for .-

* the coordinator who'needed subjective comments from the cbeervers
in order fo discern problem arsas smong the aides. . At this Point
. observers attempted .to correct the situatios by agding such comments .
at the end of the observation guides, and red-ug;ing certain comments
that they thought critical. .

In January both project and mluation penomel deculed that re ] : 4
veekly steff meetings -tﬁt indeed improve comsunication. Tﬁu ﬁget-

ings were heid with written sgendas, but were increasingly difiicplt
to bold bme the s s were ‘often simply not available’ to

. meet. W e
. T ¥

[ . /\\ : .
_/su'.m N t . 'n ‘ ’ .
Although difficult to measure, the evaluatiom-staff feels that they' have
not fulfilled the objective for reasons offered” e, In summary, com- ~ '
mmication betveeil program and svaluation staff would be improved through ) _
mere frequent dissemination of observatlon data, more frequent publication /]

J% formative wahution rcport.’ and regularly scheduled staff meetings ‘
_r_wM t thé fwr- . : N . y
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' © OBJECTIVE: . . . _

.9 The co-n:l.ty '111 bave'a positive attitude toward the Project
Assist philooophy p.rml and effectivendss as measured by a

. " parent questiomnaire administersd at-the end of the year.
LEVEL, OF ATTAINMENT: Probably met. . ‘ 7
’ ’ ‘ ‘ ’ ‘ - -
EVIDENCE: }
1. Pnrent Iuterviews ' . R )
Y * Bued on.interviews of 102 Metz and Palm parents, their attitude
’ d the project philosphy, and effectiveness was
- - ) te positive (see Appendix J). Of paicular interest wvas :hat
BRI parents indicated their children were more interested 'in reading

this year than last yur

2. ESAA Advi‘ol co-ut.ee gnutiomairc and Im:m .

. In late spring, 1974, a questionnaire was administerey to members:
of an ESAA Advisory co-itteo vho attended one of theix regularly
\ocbeduled neetinp They were asked nine questions, concerning

philosophy, three on persomnel, and three on the effectiveness ot
Project Assist, as they viewed it. The results showed that they
vere highly approving of the philosophy of the project, less sure
. of the effectiveness of. the project, and even léss approving of the

. ) _personnel vorking in the project.
N ', )
) ] Interviews were plannad and initiasted to assess the usderlying Sases
- , . for their responses. However, these interviews were not completed
- _+ at the time of the publication of this report. .
. _— IR - v - 7
~- The evidence gathered by in ewving Metz and Palm/par indicate®
that, among students' parentd, the project has their support and approval,
l. . - / . '
+ ). -
.} . P , - »
2 b ) : 0
LT e s - .
- L ] . -
° . o W -
14 ( .
1
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VI
* INTERKELATIONSHIPS

B A T R, . ' .
T4 ‘even address the subject of interrelationships of data reported
in this documest -is a bit dubious, because so little of the data
vas adequately coded to allow for correlation analyses betweén measures
using studedts as units; even if it wvere khe eppropriate unit to use. .
The number schools is so smsll as to prohibit any correlations
involving schools as units:. - Steps vill be taken from the very begin-
. the second project year to gathet and code outcome and process
‘data hat the degree of relationship between appropriate progras
varisbles may be investigated.

However, some <nterrelationships, if not statistically IAdicated, sue-
» gest themselves from data provided in this evaluation report.
%qn-oved school att ice of students at Palm (outcaome obfective #3)
may bave been'related with' tfe possible improvesient in elementary stu-
dent attitudfi _gnnrd ruding (outcome objec:iu £2).

‘rhere appeared to be a logical relationsitip betveen the failure to

© sttain inpug objective #2 ("a project staff will be hired on schedule’)
apd failure to completely attain input objectiVes #3 ("the aides will,
receive two veeks of preservice reading iastructional training”), #4
("the aides and teachers will undergo preschool and inservice training °

together"), #6 ($56,678 worth of reading materials will be put.into the .

experiment .J\@WS«("WI be trained to use the

) afdes") M

The. 'extent to whieh the cvaluation t ﬁ-&;t- provide contfnual feed-
back to the program staff (input objective §8) probably also affectcd
the attainment of the training input’ objectivzs listed in the above

{agraph ’
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"Hlm.h!mm-'m FOR PROGRAM REVISION ,
There is much " information” provided in the appendices
to this report do not directly ralate to the stated program .

v objectivés for Projéct Assist. However, if choroughly digested by
program and school level. personnel, this data will greatly assist in
the effective revision of some program sctivities. -Aides and teachers

have w villingly 1iterally bundreds of observation
- and of the ailure of many techniques usggd
during the first project/year., : atteation paid to the achieve-
| ment test results, at ' : and at- levels, will point
¢ . out the areas vhich apt in instrigtion during the
’ second project year. ; An these ices to be encour-

aged about, also. . - ’

NATIONAL ESAA PTLOT EVALUATION )

~—

. ~ " ? .
i » System Developmeat Corporation of Saata Mouica, California (contractor
with the U. S. Office of Education to evaluate the ESAA Pilot progran)
S~ tndilyulected?al-nthemunMschoolndlroohuthe
- Austin comparison, 1 as part of its evaluation sample. Students
Ty at both schools wer lved in the Califarnia Achievemént Test testing
(pre and post) &t intermediate grades, and im eeverel affective
) measures.- Teachers, especially at Palm, were quite iavolved in the
! national’evaluafion effort, being required to keep extensive records,
on their students and to cosiplete several affective measures themselves.

Considerable effort will be made b’the local ESAA Pilot Project Assist
. evaluation staff to coordinate the and' national .evaluation efforts

\ at these-two sqjools next year, in order to eliminate, where possible,
. duplication of efforts. < ’ i

&! ‘ ',. .

RESTRICTED ESAA FURDS

o . > - . * .
. It has been observed this year that ESAA funds (the source of rmonies
. ] ) for Project Assist) are extremely restricted, considetably more so
_ than sny of the other federal monies curreantly available to AISD. .
- ESAA badget guidelines are so0 strict as to require frequent and extensive
N . budget revisions for relatively midor shifts in budget priorities.
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The consequence of this was that the project coordinitor spent 4

between one and two months of the project year working totally on . -

budget revisions (based on casual observation by the project evalua- .

tor). This was £ime lost to teschers and aides vho, accordingly, |
Lo58d o mtminstbemjeeteoordmmmughintbeuhooh

xing.of budgetary restrictions on future ESAA funds

ace Of any imagined donetary infractions 'rond:t by such




APPERDIX A
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- BOEEM TEST OF BASIC CONCEPTS REPORT '
_ - _—_ e .

-

- »

Date/Period of Administration: gstober, 1973 and Jawhary, 1974

Population: ' 309 lind&ten Students at Metz, Palm, ’
Brooke, 359k, ‘Becker, and Dawson Schools

-

‘Data Coi..lected By: ¢lassroom Teachers ° = . p

,/.

Data Collection Supervised by: D‘p&’rﬂmt ‘ Student Development)
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INTRODUCTION

The Boehm Test of Basic Concepts was given to kindergartep studeats in

all six experimeatal sad comtrol elementary schools in October, 1973, and
i’ Jaliary, 1974. A wore detailed description of the instrument and -
its adsiinistratios is sttached to this sppendix.

-

"TTITTUS The results were saalyzed to yield pre, post, and gain informstion about

“~each school and each gtoup, and to compare Project Assigt group résults
vith the two comtrol' growps’ results. The results of these anslyses are
Presented in the tables attached to this appendix in the following

discussion.
. o
XESULTS } *

Project Assist kindergarten students ranked lowet than kindergarten students
in the two comntrol at the beginaing of the project yesr (see Tables
A-1 and A-2). At midyear, however, Project Assist students scored higher
than general aide control schools (see Table A-2). Despite this sain
stitistical comparigons yielded no significant differences betwean Project
Anutochodh-dﬂnmmtrolm either the fall or the mid-
year seores (see Tables A-3 end A-4). Profect Asgist schools made an
average gain from fall to widyeer adainistrations of over 65 points {see .
Table A-5). This gain was (statistically) sigmificently greater thah the
three point dational sverage gain mede by low socioeconomic children.

The midyear mean for Project Assist kindergartes children wes 34.26, less,
but mot significantly so, than the midyear mid-sociceconpmic national mean
of 35.3 vhlgfm the achievement objective set or jproject kindergarten
children. The low socioceconomic midyear utionn"-un is 28.4, considerably
less than the project midyesr mean, :

._'I ‘ : . ’ ’ . "’ ' . . | } a
Project kindergarten studeats did not achieve significantly lower than
the achievement objective set by the project for the first project year.
Gains were significantly larger and nidyear scores were significantly
greater than national norms for low sociceconomic’ students. ... - .-

)
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Sabde 411 s PRE AN PUST ABMINISTRATIONS FOR PROJECT ASSISY AN -
] - Preject Assist gb_ol.l [ ___Cemeral Atde Contrel Schools So Afde Cestrel Scheols
. Broske onq» .} . DBecher Davsss .
Sovtn 4 =21 =40 »ess ot
Fre !  Fooe | e Fest | Pre Fost Fre | Foet Tre | Post | Pre
< — .
1. Specs 10.0000 [16.4259 112.0371 [18.6490 [13.9230 [13.1730 [16.0334 [18.2222 f1e.2049 [17.6220 1475095 | 18,0714 |
2, Quenéicy v.0a1 11,0556 [10.1829 12,7143 | 5.2000 | 9.0000 |20.4815 {12.6052 | 9.3265 |20.5816 | 9.2057 | 22,0076 | I
4 : ,
3. Teee . 18368 2.992¢ | 2.2381 | 3.0076 | 1.625¢ ] 2.1500 | 2.480¢ | 2.7407 § 2.0306 | 2.4098 | 2.3571 J.210d ‘
T . Wiscellemeses | 2.3333 | 3.0370 | 3.1629 | 3.7i83. 2.4300 2.2500 | 2.9630 | 3.6667 23849 | 3.2041 | 2.5476 | 3.5000
5. teal: \ |21 {33.0021 [28.3810 [37.0952 [25.9730 28,5750 |31.6481 | 37.2037 [28.0900 |34.8469 |28.4762 ] 36.8333
. = Fre Feot Fro Tost Pre - Foot -
. 27,4793 342603 29.1376 2.1329 28.4128 < 33,2910
. lhnh-mdmmeMum-tMG-um ‘Scs walidiey. -
r . c Cer -
- *
— . The !nIMu tabls displays the above dats in terms of school raokings of

stulest schisvement (pre and poet) om the Joshm Test of Basic Comcepts.

. ) ' Teble A-2: SCHOOL RANEINCS OF EXPERIMENTAL AND FONTROL %!EB_S'
- Yo . ’ nxmmmmmmmﬂmw BOEHM TEST

or Mg!c "CONCEPTS

-

. [ PrOjeet Assist Ceneral Aide Comtrol %o Aids Control
¢ ., Schools - Schopls Schools
. Matsz Pals | - Brooks | Qrt Becker { Dawson ‘.
[ s ¢ 1 *. 3 - 2® .
) ) B TP B ¢ 1 W, 1.3
+— . . . ”
. 3 1 . 2 * :
2 ’ 3 1
’ s - -
-~
| : . -
s L3
~— '_ .. -
e 3 . - .
-~ - R LN
AT . \ . ) ]
S 76 »
Q p . )
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Table A-3: COMPARISORS BETWEEN PROJECT ASSIST SCHOOLS AMNI}-CENERAL AIDE
CONTROL SCROOLS OW FALL AND SPRING OF THE
BOENM TEST OF BASIC CONCEPT '
- Fall - . Spring . o /
S — ~4—— . Crowp - Means P Means P S
Palan and Mets 27.479%0 34.2603
. 1 .2465 - : 4113

‘ Brooke and Ortega 29.1176 33.1529 '

Beither of the two minns vielded a mtmiully linifiunt differ-
ence between the two groups. ] .

- * »
\
. —
- . ) o
U . '
r.u.»a:'mnfsounmmwmusmm.s mmm-~
SCBOOLS OW FALL AMND snnc Annnmmous OF THE BOTHM TEST
0!' BASIC. CONCEPY .
. . : Tall . Spring
m - Means P Means P
Palm and Met:s 27.47195 34,2603
g ; +3819 . 3091
Dawson and Becker 28.4328 . 35.2910
- . ) .. TN
) Neither of the two coanim yhldd a cututicauy significant .d}(ftr-
N ence between the two group. .
' e ! " J ) -t
. - - . . _ :-‘\
v ’ -
: {
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able A-5:  BOEEM TESY OF BASIC CONCEPTS RESUWTS (GAINS FROM PRE TO N o
-+ 7 POST) FOR PROJECT ASSIST SCHOOL AND CONTROL . €
e . 8 o .
Boehm |Pxoject Assist Schools | General Aide Control Schools | No Afide Control Schools
Subgcale ‘ -
] Meteg Pala ) . Brooke Ortega * Becker Dawson
1. Space 2.6259 | 5.7619 — | 1.2500 2.1666 3.3775 3.2619
2, Quantity | 1,9815 | 1.5714 .8000 2.2037 2.2551 | 2.7619
3. Time L1778 .895 - .5250 .3333 . .4592 .85712
4, Miscellaneous | .7037 5716 .| 2000 ° 8037 | 4592 | . 9524
Total 16.0000 | 8.7142 3.0000 5.5556 . | 6.4489 ..7.8571
Avetage " 6.7598 - _b4681 R} 6.8713
| Group Rankings 2 N ) 3 . - 1 -
.of Average gain A . ’ N el
. / T N T
| .
\ -
. . J -
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APPENDIX B

IRSTRUMENT REPORT

PRESCRIPTIVE READING INVENTORY REPORT

-

DéspErtoa T “Kandenid

Population:

24

Data Collected By:

Data Collection Supervised By:

.
<
.

3

-

all, 1973. and Spring. 1974

" Approximately 3,000 Second -
Sixth Graders at Metz, Palm, Brooke,

Ortega, Becker, Dawson, Martin, Allan,

and Travis Heights

4 Classroom Teachers - N

Department of Student Development

*

/
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JNTRODUCTION . o . .

. the experienced eleaentary aides and the no aide control schools are pogsible

SECOND CRADE . ' ,

12 of the 41 PRI objectives and on 7 of the 19 &bjectives seletted by Palm -
- teachers for special enﬂ:asi&this year. :

THIRD GRADE ‘ '
. Pre and post scores for Metz and Palm third graders are shown in Table B-2. . - .

LS

The Prescriptive Reading Inventory (PRI), a crlh.rﬁ!n'referenced test, was

given to students at grades 2-6 in the Project Assfst schools and compari- CoL-
son schools. However, due to varfitions across groups 1in test forms given

to students at grades 2,” 3, 4 and 5, comparisons between groups can be made

only at grade 6. There were several problems with the data vhich are moted

in the description qf the PRI and’ its administratilip, attached to this ap-A s -
pendix. These problo- are mostly with the general aide control schools'

results; conseqtyntly, no coanison.the experilental ‘With the gcneral

alde control schools was possible. . . -

Analyses were performed on these results to ascertain pre, post and gain

results for both project and comparison ‘schools.’ McGraw-Hill/CTB, publisher

of the PRI, was contracted to pePform these analyses. Post-test means and '\ . /
gains, grades 2-4, at Metz_and Palm were based on matched scores ‘of students

but the scores at Becker, and Dawson are not. Therefore,. comparisons between

only at the fifth grade level.

Pre and post scores for Metz and Palm second graders are shown in Table .B-1.
An asterisk imdicates that a significantly larger number of students achieved . \
the objective on the post-test than had achieved it on the pre-test. Metz © e
second graders made significant gains om 16 of the 41 objectives and on 11

of the 22 objectives selected by Metz teacherg for particular emphasis dur- .
ing the first project year. Palm second graders made sigrificant gains on -,

Metz third graders made significant gain on 18 of the 42 objectives
on 10 of the 20 objectives gelected by Metz teachers for special emphasis N
during 1973-74,

- ——— 4 - .

\
Palm third graders made significant gains on 3 objectives and on 1 of the
17 objectiVes selected by Palm teachers for special emphasis. !
—_— -

roux'm GRADE = - -

. ".
Pre and post scores for Project- Assist fourth graders are shown in Table B-3,
Metz fourth graders.made significant gains on 4 of the 42 objectives and
on none, of the 20 objectives delected by Metz teachers for speeial enphasis

that year., \ ,
Pala fourth graders made significant gaim on 4 of the 42 PRI ob;ectives and .4

c-0on 2 of the 17 objettives selected by Palm teachers for special emphaBis

duting the year. y i . | . _

. SO -




$p ,  FIFTH GRADE’ o : D ' e
. ) ) .8, h . . . v
Pre and poat scores for Metz and Palm fifth graders are shown in Table B-4,

An average of less than four percent of Metz and Palm fifth graders ‘hade

'z . . ’gains on the PRI objectives tested at that grade level - (See Table B~4).
: These two schoolg. ranked third and second rspectively when compared to, -
the two no aide control elementary schools onpﬁchievhent gains made from -

pré to pést administration of the PRI (See Table B-5). ‘

' ' SIXTH GRADE . PO ' \ ., .
R B - At the beginning of the year Martin sixth graders ranked third (last) {
f , among the three experimental and control sixth grade scghools on a pre T
) administration of the year, however, they ranked second (see Table §-7). -
e ‘s . . oo . .t
C ¢ An average of almost 7 percent, of Martin sixeh graders nde}ainé" on the .
- PRI objectives tested at that grade lavel (see Tible B~8),  Mértin sixth _
" * ! graders ranked first among the three esperimental and control sixth grade
* e schdolsfon achievemept gains made from pre-fo post admimtstration of the. .,
/pm (see Tableds-9). DR e ,

.

. : L - Sl _—
. . SUMMARY .
‘. - ; . - . . .J . -
- ", Based un the’PRY results and the program objectives it .appears "fhat Project
— Assist second, thirg, fourth and f{fth graders did mot achieve as high in -

-reading nor did-théy improve as much in reading as did the no aide control

L . Studemts, . R _ | i
. - j" g " .- B '\' N P i « ‘
. Project Assist sixth graders at Martin Juaior High, .however, appeared to
R < have Ngpi8ved higher on the post test -than did the general aide contfol
. - sixth grades (Allan Junior-High), even though they scored lower on the
.. pretest. They also showed mord improvement than eithsr the general aide -
Y control school (Allan) or the no aide conmtrol school (Fulmore).
- L ) ‘ T
s - Fog prd" post and gain results for the sixth‘g% sje Table B-10. .
' - . d -
» ] . R R . '( ) . .
’, ~ ~ [ 3 \. =
Yy . . . . . - ) . .
J ' ~ o )
N ’ A ¥ - - ' ‘f o *
“. , M \ t~ i ‘: - . R H
N ; - ° r \‘ - N
C " \ . .
Y . < ¢ \_./ 3 ’0 r
,é P . ’ ' , T - . - .
T . .
P AN i -
. - . ) { , , ,‘
’ - X .-
- . . 7 - e
- » . .871' d h @! R ’
.. - - 2 T L - e
f { . . ’.'2‘, ._’.. M . ({ . ‘ .
. . *y a . ‘ , ~ .
X . . m . -b ” w ‘.ao’ ‘
) . ) . . . . . , -« P \‘ .}n. . , »
s e L‘%'___'_A - - « ¢ b ¢



Q

o~

IC

E

§
3
H
;
;




'9377
0dNNOb O
=TT =r

,1715‘,.,’20

ulmlzzuw9220u0

« «
1101116556106

o

b

-

1,”270’2‘2‘,

...”b.nbbnnu?...vm

TN OGO M NON

oo dnegqndng

usnnunmn

7

-

e

poét “as sigaificaat

'Jﬁsﬁihnq

. -




)

i

P

L -« - . p
JO.JO. © JSOG.Z’ !fJGQQ, G.v.b.twcu 9788 58052097 ® NN
m LR 30 "o e 0“16”723 ®QRw N 3320«13182115 NO M~ ™
.....v.....,....’.v.v +++ +da| ] e ++.++++. + 4+
T . » 3 . w. ‘9. « l . .
tqqn qnanaene ananmree nedge eaniceeenvanny secw
e £ 1 ,uuumdmnu smnavsus 1834 oumuzuu“uWWus gagn

. ¢_%ucccel eeean mnn® o ounevns coeom
w u570 ..07‘155“ CoOnmmmnd ’i.fmy [ M eoNQA T~ NAT] CAm ;
A AR R AR X +.\+++.,++g:.+ ' .w..,ﬂ YRR +.++\
7 : ¢ M | + . ™
sAnd sydddsas uxunu sE88d ~dgdeidEgdcsas e
#‘ . -
&l wunu nn sS®al 58 uun.zuun7 Sgnredgngangs S

e




228220825299

' %ulnwuou..uu.),cm

'w.m‘

M

the Righdst

85

-
86t on gredr level %o at the

'

u % nou“w?ﬂﬁ

uu real nagzne~ed

v vy Y

a2

m ul76l10l) “lu.?.l.)lnul
Y

,/Mz

,..,.

~

15‘..19,. 7

i

R4

S
. .
ui’u’SSquSl..) u"CC‘OS’J

-
.
. -
~

.

N -~

m

~1L k
as
),

2 T
. -

$23s35Rrpens S3E 852 R

i

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.




Table B-5: - SCHOOL oF mnnmnmmnm
s . GRADERS' mmwmmwmm

READINC INVENTORY

-

&

-

PRI Subscale -

- Structural Analysis

- < — = =
Phonic Analysis “ 11 & 3 2
. . } . : B *

Translation

t. 5.

Literal Co-;rehentfon

Interpretive: Comprehemsion
. ° 1)

E)

E

- ' . 5 ¥ :
6. Critical Comprehensjpn, 4 b3 .3 2 M-
. g—— il - )
Average Ra(@( . . 3 . 2 4 1
rar , O ) . i
R " - i . ¢ >
N b
- . . % ) )
[ :T# - \
h ! . 7 K .
‘i ', /—"‘
' . - B-7 ..
. \'* ) -:‘ '
a1 ' =

L

€
— e e
-,

i

s
.
A ] -
[

-
y
.
-t
L)
L}
&
L,
»




3 ., *
~., =
5
1
N
4
. »
\
=
[
.
s
N
¥
-~ .

R - - '-
. I Swbecale : ggg Aqlg - Travis Ets.
> L Pre | Pest Post Pre Post
Pheatc Analysts %.00 | 8.6y | ea.00 | 50.67 | 6.3 | 7.67
*| Strwctursl Amalysts b 1s.00d 0.0 | 200 | .20 | 060 | 30.60
"Tresslatios - “0.33 ] 47.00 | 8.3 | 3.0 | 99.67 | .50
. Literal Comprohsssisn 9.67-[ 15.00 | 100 | 15.67 | 2667 | 30.3
Isterprotive Comprebensios | i0.67 | 14.03 9.3 | 14.92 | .42 | NN
. Critical Comprehansion 0.9 | 3.5 [, 1204 | o8| 2.nn | mwr
'\-‘ i 2 y - . -
Mwerage 1.63 | 25.18 | 19.08 ] 2211 | 35.20 | wi.as
. Pt < f ) - o
—— X - 2 - - d - - Lf—
The folleviag mwwmmmamu ocheol ramkiage for pre apd— .
post qtudest schiovapent eu ‘the Prescriptive Resdiag Isveatory. )
. - . . '. ’ \\/
Table B-7: » .

y | 4+ | oa
3 1 1
N 1 1
‘@
p
3 1 1
3 1 1-
-, ~
3 1 ‘1
v 4 .
¢
- "
!
13
"
¢ 4 ~ 7
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LI Table B-8:

\J I
) - -

. - . _‘lﬁeijoettm '
. I Scbou}n per Hartin
: % - subscals .
- . : .
' Mhﬂy‘h . 3 12.67%
.| Scructural Amalysis J v H , 12.402 | 6.802
\ -
' = |Traaslatios .- 6 s.oox [
‘ . y  a il d
o ] u.tlcrti qurdm\p - . 3 5.332
' ’ Istbrpretive Covprediasion 12 4172 ]
k. . Critical Comprehensiom 9 4.672
I ~. " . st " . 3
, Total 38 6.74%

-

.

- — A
2

The following tsble displays the"

- - S -

’o- the hucruttvg_m'm.

 Zable B-9: - SCHOOL RANKINGS OF FXPERINEN

)

TAL AND CONTROL SIXTH

W ¢
C. ?
PRI Subscale Meftin Allsn
- ) BE i e,
Phiaic Ansiysing, : \t 1 D2 v
Struttural Agaly;u v 1. 3
Tianslatide” - 1 2 ,(
3 “ T
Literal Comprehension 1 c 2
Laterpiet ive.Conprehension . 3 2 .
be&énl Go-m'?um . 3 1
. . * ) b
Overall .-Ranking 1 .3
‘e 3
-
. A
; .
CN
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‘ « RCTIVES ON Mg A POST E[Ili!&’lﬁ or T
4 .
.- CORERAL AIDE CONTROL SO ALML CDONROL SCOEOL |
toe. | ssseatz © 1l uv v s ) ’ ALAN mvgtg
: D T ) B0 - Y T3 ALY
1. Phoste | 1 T % | % 52 +2 7] 70 T =2
Asalyets " o4 $1 | +12 g " s 0 @, +3
L. 15 Y] & | 18 &3 ) +13 P e 2% +6
"7 1. sereersral 22 ian o b n Lo | o s7 1 e “an T
Analyeis t 21 T AR Y 20 3l «11 52 (1] <13
- L% 17 17 2 3 et 50 58 +8
¢ o » Ly 20 | s, 16 2 +s b Y o«
- 2% ) 1| s s ’ ‘el 1 o . +11 o
5 ‘- . R .
! 3. tramslagtee I 46 | % |« 9] e 3 - | s 9 '
] 1 =7 YU TSR Uy J GNPT S T S Q 50 - A T M -1,
] & 'y 20 .| « 1 2 +9 .83 59, -
1 s2 3%, o e ™ &3 +3 o %) 42 .
i $3 30 *» | o« i 2% 2¢ ° & 3 »* .
% B | &1 ., « » a2 +“ ! &1 "} .5 -
. - - . ¢
S (4 Utera 1 . - ) .
N Conprobensica | 57 13 15 -1 e 14 Y +3 .2 ao “*
. . ) 3 10 0; ? ’ .2 . ‘nu - .2
. 59 13 ) 20 | 12 i, 2 9 4 » +
. - =
;. lm-t(n @ 18 » | - 1 2 . » “ J - -
1] Comprehenstion| ¢ 12 RTEE IS s |16 +? ® ” 37 3 .
“ 17 2 ' 1 2 +3 , » » .7,
. 't 18 s | @ f6 1 43 . .73 @ o7 :
. . ] ] 10 . s . (e ., 20 26 - ,
- ] . Y] ’ 15 .| « s 1 -5 4 B L 2 +3
L m~—— » 12 4] 16 | a4 10 16 - 7 38 %
2] 11 3t | 0 ’ 19 +10 28 3 A -
R s 6 |« . 12 - 3] 8 .11
2 I I 3 1 e w ) s ‘42 13 19 . -
eL .7 3 8 | o 1 3 - 13 a . -
2 - l1s 48 e] 12 15 5 -’ 30 » —3 .-
6. Crittcal 0 10 22 - .12 - " -2 W 2% 33 -
s Compreheasica | 82 . 8 | 1 7 -4, - Tt 2 > - .
S 3 £ 23 i7ed it 12 1 - ') R -
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ADMINISTRATION AND DESCRIPTION OF THE PRESCRIPTIVE READING INVENTORY (PRI)
:7 . v

. .

s |

Phe four différent forms of the Prescriptive Reading InVentory (PRI) were
given'to c?_ildren in grades ome through six in the experimental and con-
trol schools on a pre and post basis in October 1973 and April 1972,
according to tie following table: o

| Table B-11: - SCHEDULE OF ADMIWISTRATION OF.THE PRESCRIPTIVE READING - . 2
. mnmﬁ:mmm SCHOOLS lé%%nm ‘ ,
ol TO TEST PoRM . - ¥ TEST PORM © . T ¥ T X

v

EXPERDBNTAL |50 ATDE SCH00S — _ GERERAL AIDE SCHOOLS
- ' Pals ’ Metz Becker Da;non . Brooke ' Ortega .
- S Pre Post {Pre Post | Pre Post | Pre Post Pre : Post . -
1] - A - A | - A - A - 4 i
]2 B ]38 B .a B ‘ B B A - A
3¢ c' ‘c c ‘ c- ¢ c ¢ S\{; - A,B “A,a A,B,C
a" . oc c .c lc ¢ c & \'A,B‘,q A,B,C |A,B, l A,B,C
. . : .
. s i» Dp. }Dp D D D | D D- | AB,C,D A,B,C,D A,p,[,v A,B,C,D

’ ’

\s the reader can see, with the exception of fourth and fifth grades the
-steneral aide stheools (Brooke and Ortega) did not test students exclusively

vith the same levels of ‘the PRI as did the other four schools. ‘Neither-did

these two schools posttest the €irst grade. This will prevent all betwden-

sC and between-group comparisons involving the general aide conproi

’ . ’ - N ¥ -' g . ‘ B +
he tesys were administered by classroom teachers on what appeared to be
( irregular observations by evaluation personnel) a rather inconsistent ,

' thafis: some teachers administered the test to their .students in three

“r 1.t hoyrs, some gave the test in two halves on the.same day, some ad-
vinistered it in halves ‘during two mornings, others gave the, test thirty =
®inutes a day until the children were through with it} etc. School counse- —
lors attended a '1-1/2 hour workshop on adgpnisgration of the PRI for the

purpose of passing the informatigp on to the classroom’ teachers in their

schools ar a simflar workshop. Some of the cmr__g?_‘uated to evalgation

J'f}"

*w

- . personnel during th‘e year that the information prov{ded them during this 'y
workshop by the test publishers was inadequate for first-time administrators

, of the test. To the extent that this inadequate training of counselorg ad-" .-
versely affécted the subsequent tradnixig of classroom teachers, the sub tandard




~ adniniattationn of the PRI's in those teachets classrooms may affect\‘the e
validity of’ the PRI data gatheted. . ) -

»

} . ’
l - - There were sevetal other probleu vbich probabky affect the validity of the -
- -~ The trronstetent CoudITIons 4

—— - - -data xatht;? @scribed above under which . |

| : the test vad given almoft- ‘certainiy—aﬁoct-th;_uudimof the data gathered, I

. ially when making comparisons between groups of smaller ll's. Also, - . !

. laqy chers complained that the test was much too.difficult and 1

. and therefore frustrating for the children. This claim indicates that ‘the

- validity of the data is perhaps less than it should be for valid comparisoms '

of achidvement. In an assessment of teacher attitudes at the end of the ‘

year where there uere given séveral choices of testing situations for their

children, teachers t ed that the PRI besgiven next year on the basis l

; of stnﬂent achievement 1 rathet than on a grade level basis. i 1

.

{
* According to the 1973 d-ﬁmccmo-mu Catalog, the Prescriptive Reading
loveatory (PRI) is described as: .
.« . . 8 criter’on-refeten;:ed test deaignul to help diagnose the reading
behavior-of individual students in relation to reading objectives present
An the elementary curriculum. It defines a student's petfotnnc‘lz solely
E 4 in terms of behaviotally-statod objectives he has mtered -Or not mastered-
: +-- ¢ « The PRI.1is not intended to sample achievement of students in
. broad reading areas or to compare students with a normative populdtiong
. " The objectives wpon wvhich PRI ic-bued are tbooe most gmtglly taugﬁ;
. 'intoﬂaysschoola‘.... . .
o e = 4

The PRI is divided into four levels spanni.ng the grsde range of 1.5 to 6.

e

‘ t

» —t hd 2
o . . Red Book (Level A)y 1.5 - 2.5 -~
) , Green Book (Level®B) 2.0 - 3,5
- Blue Book' (Level D)~ 3.0 - 4.5 %
Orange' Book (Lsvel D) 4.0 6. D\ .- ) -
These four levels cover a total of 90 teading objectiwes in the areasyof "
- sound and symbol recognition, phonic analysis, structural analysis, trans- '

lation, and literal, interpretive and critical coq:r'e/hension. It sust be
.noticed that it is possible that the general objectives of LEIR aré ndt
-easured by the PRI.

B ’ ]
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" tion design planned’

S VN TN WS e .

"1972, rather than ip January, 1973, This means that fok

-separate results for- students who

Y GEENEE T UNEE m Cuemmm—mw —‘
.o \

_are, reported for both.

‘be used to assess the attainment ‘of the achievement objective.

yieldéd quite different pretest means for

by

A'.

INTRODUCTION - YRS . . -

y . * .
Levélr four of the California Achie,ve;ent Test (C.A.T,) vas the evaluation

instrument designated to measure the gains made by #eventh and eighth ~ j‘” '

graders in Pinject Assist and control schools, The Project Assist evalua-

a pretesting in early fall, 1973, testing -
in late spring, 1974. However, due to unforeséen problems, the fall,

1973, pretest was not- carried out. Therefore, . the 1973-74 midyear

district edministration of the C.A.T. was designated as the posttest, and
the midyear distriet C.A.T. administration of‘the‘preumis year (1972-73)
was designated~as the pretest. The insdequacy of this latter pre/post ,
testing’ schedule is obvious: the testing period began one half. year before

. the.program hegan and ended a half year before the program ended. .
M 4

This arran-cment implics that seventh graders’ midyear sixth grade scores
would be Ljeir pretest score: and that eight’ graders' midyear -seventh grade
scores would be gheir pretest scores,. However, seventh. graders. at the project
and experimental junior highs who had attended. Brooke, Zavala, Blacksbear,

of thése Communications
Skills gtudents the interim between Project Assist "pre¥and

* or Ortega Eleﬁoﬁtarz’ Schools as sixth greders took theogA.T. io-early fall,

Therefore,
all analyses involving "pre" C.A.T. scores of seventh graders must produce -
attended Communication Skills schools apd
Gain scores based on matched pre and post scores
oups. However, since the pre/post interim for
Communicatton Skills s th graders was 1% years, and a one year.pre/poct

interid -is required by the program objective, only seventh graders gaing will

for those who did not,

-

. ) A4
The 1973-74 cighth gradewys' C.A.T, reading scores were obtained from magnetic
tapcs orginally compiled through joint.efforts of AISD Department of

Student Development and the AISD Computafion Center. - Approximately $1,000
was spent in data processing and consultant costs to merge the 1972-73 and the
1973-74 tapes so that gain scores for junior nigh students could be computed
to ascertain the attainment of Project Assist progfam achievemenf objéctives.
Analyses, conducted from these merged tapes, by the Office. of Evaluation,
eighth graders at Allan Jumior High
thap had been computed from the original C.A.T. test dateby the Department
of Student Development., An extensive examination of the merged tgpe reveal
several errors in the tape. However, these errors, when corrected did not

account for the: di'screpancy between AISD Department of Student Development, pre-

test means and Office of Evaluation pretest means.
s g . ' 7 .

.
P

!" - " .
¥ S 3 .
‘ R . . Ay

"post”™ admin- .
‘istrations of the C.A.T, was 1% school years; not one school.year.

LAY

\

-



A further investigation into the source «of the diiferance between the
two- of fices' analyses was prohibited by time. ‘merefore no analyses
invalving Allan eighth graders' pretest socres will be reportéd here.
The effort to resolve the discrepancy will be continue®, When this
1s dome, a suppleaental report on achievement on the C.A.T. vill be
published

¢

— e —
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SEVENTH GRADE RESULTS L ' ' -

—— .

Table C-1 shows ‘pre and post meand and 'gain sutistics for the three -
¢xperimental and control groups of -seventh graders, Pretest scores
(for non Communications Skills students, column 2 on Table.£-]) for the
three schools indicate that sixth graders who eventually' attended
Pulnot:(cored highest (5.77), Martin scored second highest (5.54), and
more n one grade level lower was Allan at 4,48, Posttest scores
showed Fulmore seventh gr 8 reading at 6.55 grade level, Martin aeventh
, graders at 5.48, and Allan seventh graders at 4.80. .

[
The only significant, differences found among these three schools on either
the pre or the post measure was on the posttest between Fulmore and Martin,
(See e C-9) and on the posttest between Pulmore and Allan both
differences in favor of Pu].mre ct:udem:s. ke

Aver%;e{lgains were conputed frour pre to post adninistrations of thé“'c A.T,
for seventh graders, based on matched pre and post scores for non

( smmunications Skills studepts (for whom there was approximately a one year
interjim between prc and post scofes), The rage gain for Martin seventh
" graders was ,33 years, for Allan’'students .61 yegms, and for Fulmor N
students .81 ycars (Se¢ Table T-I), Fulmore“seventh graders géinedg
significantly' more than did Martin students (See Table C-10).

<%

-

. N '
EICHT® GRADE RESULTS ) .-

“w

Table C-12 shows pre and post means and gain statistics for the three
experimental apd control ‘eighth graders (with the exc on of those
statistics which would hi%e involved Allan eightf gradeYs' pretest’ . °
scores while they were ‘seventh grders, see patagraph .four fa the intro-
duction to .t.l;n}l appendix). ...' = i \

’ I’

. Pretest }eo'das indicate <¢hat- Martin ‘students in the middle of thqir
scventh ‘grade were -readiﬁg 44 the 5.07 grade level, and -Fulmore students
were reading at the 6,32 grade level, This was a significant difference
(See Table C 13). ) . ..
s0n the ppsttest, I-'ulmore eighth graders scored significantly higher than
Martin eighth graders ‘at the middle of_the year (See Table C- 16). Martin
eighth graders were reading at the 5,61 grade level, and Fulmore ‘students

" ' were reading at the 7.27 grade lévél. Fulmore eightﬁ grade studerts also
gained significantly moxe in reeding (.79 yurs) from pre.to post than *
Martin eighth graders djd (.59 yeédrs). \ '
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Table C-1:  CALIPORNIA'ACHIEVEMENT TEST TOATAL READING STATISTICS PRE AND POST MEANS AMD GAIN POR PROJECT ASSIST )
, . 'EXPERIMENTAL AND COWTROL SCHOOLS SEVENTH GRADERS . . v
- * - . .
- ‘- i ' .
- T . A PERCENT OF STUDENTS
SCBOOL ' - . - PRETEST POSTTEST AVERAGE GAlN WHO GAINED ONE FULL °
’ - ‘ s N YEAR FROM PRE TO POST
tober, 1972) | (February, 1973) (Janvary, 1974) |. Based.on matched pre and { Based on matched pre and
‘ Communications | Noa Communications All seventh post scores for non com- | “post scores for Mon com-
} Skills ts | Skills S Graders sunications skills students | sunications skill students
Mertia ° =33 . e =123 R=166 B=107 ‘
(Project | . . 3 ' . oL .
Assist 4- 3.88 S.54 5.48 - .33 - kY4
School . X . N - .
(Comeral | Kesi ' W-269 3 | Me254 . g .
Atde ‘ . e i
Coatrol 4.18 4.48 o 4.5 ’ .61 . 36%
1 . . ! .
Pulnore - W7 =370 _ L TS W=365
.96 531 6.957, .81 as1
- [ 4 ' 9 .
f . Y. - - ¢
'¢ . -
" ’ ’ ‘
! , . . ’ o " _ .,‘
c LY
’ * - A . ' ‘h ‘ : ¢
% . °
. . . .
4 - 9:} - _ ' . R
£




- Table C-2¢ %_%__—

PROJECT ASSIST AND GENERAL AIDE

\ S CRADERS WHO HAD WOT ATTENDED A COM-
- - MONICATION SKALLS ELEMENVARY SCROOL. .

.

T8

OF 1972-73 MIDYEAR CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT

Y

ke . ’ ' ' ‘
P L. Hean . -
CAT Subscale | Group (p grade | P
| oqeivaleats)}.
Reading Vocabulary | Maretn | .- 's.3s | 123 1005:
- S “Allan.. 4.29 | 269 | -
Reading Comprehension Martin 5.8&1 '-121 1169
‘ Allan 4.4 |. 268 | %7
- ' a ' — .
Total ‘Reading Martin 5.54 123 1127
' Allap 448 -26% | "
.’ hY : . ) ’ .
Table C-13: COMPARISON OF 1972-73 FALL CALIPORNIA ACHIEVEMERT

TEST

TS BETWEEN PROJECY ASSIST AND GENERAL

y, ' AIDE -CONTROL SEVENTH HAD ATTENDED A

[
V ’ CAT 'Subscale broup' (in grade R P .
C. equivalents).| o -
Readirig Vocabulary Martin 3.90 32 | o
N Allan 3.98 94|
Reading Cowprehension Martin 4,00 33 1551
Allan 4.48 : 9% |. °
Tota]l Reading Martin 3.88 33 016
Allan >4.18 9% | 301
<!

qs

N -




COMPARISON OF 19‘73-76 MIDYEAR CALIPORNIA ACHIEVEMENT

Table C-4:

.l S . CONTROL SEVENTH GRADE STUDENTS

usfmrsnmmmusmmmm

. - ~ . . \

. L
. Mean a8
" CAT Subscale Group (in grade R P
x : eguivalents) - !
Reading Vocabulary Martia . , 5.56 165 3090
Allan 4.93 423 T
‘| Reading Comprehension’ | Martin . '5:59 166 ~ 2207
‘ . - ' [ Allan 5.06 a3 |29 |-
Total ne:j}ng Martin 5.48 166 1280
. . £ . Allgn 4.80 423 :
s { .
- T ;- r
- ‘ LN ) 3
. s .
(S . ' ’ - ) c 4§
" . ° * R t.
. * - . ’ ’
AN
' ® ) [ ]
' . - c-5 )

A
-
-
-
.
A w
.
-
¢
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'
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* Table C-5: COMPARISON OF GAINS ON'THE CALIFORMIA ACHIEVEMENT ' -
.. "% _ TEST FROM PRE -72-73) T0 POST 73-
/ 4) BETWEEN PROJECT ASSIST AND CONTROL.
. EVENTH_GRADERS WHO HAD WOT ATTEMDED A COMMUNICATION s
gt\u.s ELERINTAKY SCROOL ] ~
i,
’ \ N
. » .
o .Gains - -
CAT Subscale Croup (in grade ] P <o
: ) ( equivalents)] . )
‘Reading Vocabulary Martin C..7s 107 | oo
- T Allsn .72 254 | +°%% )
'. ~ bt ) ) ‘ o .
| Reading Comprehension | Martin 14 - 105 0506° P
. . / . Allsn : .58 253 | y
) . ¢ - . 3
. s "
Totsl Reading ! Martin .33° 107 '0683:
' ' Allan .61 254 |-°
- '. .\
Table C-6: COMPARISON OF GCAINS ON THE CALIPORNIA ACHIEVEMENT
TEST-FROM PRE (FALL, 72) Y0 POST (NIDYEAR, 73-74) ©o
SEVENTH GRADERS WHO HAD ATTENDED A COMMUNICATION A
SKILLS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL . P
= . . _
- _ T~ Gains \\h
CAT Subscale Group (in grade ] P
equivalents) . ‘
0 . vo- . d ’
Reading Vocabulary Martin .49 - 32 . | iee
' Allan - 1.69 -89 |0
. ’ ) * ' i .
Reading Comprehension Martin . 50 33 6435
N um - 035 ” * .
: 1 - =1 v
Total Resding Martin .38 33
‘ Allan 48 [ 8y |- ||
cc-6- 97
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. Table C-7:

P 3

ARISON IA—Y
, , ACHIEVEMENT TEST TS ‘-
: " AND W0 CONTROL

\ _ ATTENDED A COMMUNICATION SKILLS ELDMENTARY SCHOOL '
. \ : — . . Mean . *
“" CAT Subscale Groyp (in grade N P, ’
| ] ] A equivalents) .
Resding Vocabulary - | Martin 5,25 123 | o1 )
Fulmore | —5.58 370 . |~
Reading Comprehension | Martia 5.84 121 | L ' .
P Tulmore | 7 6001 | 370 |-1733 -
~ . DR |
Total Reading Martin 5.84” 123 | Jaas R
. Falsore 5,77 30 -9 - g
: . &
_ A i o i i '
Table ¢-8: % COMPARL PRE (PALL, 1972) CALIFORNIA ACEI Co.
Pr mﬁnmmmm‘mmﬁém'
s - SEVENTH GRADERS WBO HAD ATTENDED A COMMUNICATION SKILLS
R . ELEMENTARY SCHOOL B
S " ) Mean . : —
‘CAT Subscsle Group (1n grade N P
) _. ) equivalents)
Reading Vocabulary ~ | Martin 3.89 33 | 1
> Pulmore - _3.87 7] - 9634 '
luding Co-prebgnuén Martin 4,00 33 7323 ;
: - Pulmore 4.24 1.1 .
| Total Resding - . | Martin 3.88 _ |933 | )
. - F Fulmore ~3.9 51890
‘ . v .
:’
o~
o T,
- !‘ A3 c-7 . 9\) o N
~ v/
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. TAble C-9: COMPARISOM OF POST (1973-74 CALI )
X ) ACHIEVEMENT TEST RESULTS BETWEEM PROJECT ASSIST
: Y CONTROL R S >

v | -, CAT Subscale - Group (1n grade | - N
. : . | sguivalents)| ' .

Reading Vocabulary . Martin: 5.5 | 165 0361
: ' . [ Pulmore 6.61 - | 43 |°

H

CL . )

Readifg Comprehension:| Martin 5.59 166"
Vel - . Fulmore |1 - 6.52° 443

[
v

Mt ]
,0380

] U -

.0206"

Total Reading Martisn' 5.48 . 166
) ' - . Pulmore 6.55 - 443

) . ‘ . ’ \-q"" .
. *  The differeucis betveen the m groups u sutistiully .
. - '1E1f1unto 3 o-
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LN
. —7— T N
-CAT Subscale Croup (ia grade | P
1 equivalents)]- v
- . . . L .
Reading Vocabulary, Martin Y - B D * /A PO
. Lt .| Fulmore . 1.03 365 : )
Read{ng Coipt,ebeuion l.htt'h N A4 -105. 01556
. T, - Puimore! - 53 . 365.." °
Total Resding . Mergga-l. . 33 | 107.) oo
et e © ¢ | Pulmore .81 © 365 | °
— _._..;‘ TS - PR

* ‘Fbe dlffetencea betveen tbe tvo groups s aututiuny

s!fi * e - - ’ .
. 3 . /
Tible C-11: mmsou OF ON_TNX CALI ACHI
. TEST PRE- (FALL. 72) TO POST 7374

s@mmtnmmmm !!EE

CRADERS WHO HAD ATTENDED A COMMUNICATION SKILLS
—ﬁ

- \ .o g

L IE Mean
CAT Subscale . Group "(in grade N P 9
[ . : ’ minhntl)

Reading Vocabulary .| Martin ) 49 - ) 32 .
. -, | Pulmore 5 S s B et
'| Reading Comprehension | Martin .50 33 60.13

K Fulsore .10 2
Total Readh;g i Martia -”‘ 33 9789

- " Fulmore .37 - 7 :

N ' [
[ 4 1. . ‘ * A} \I ‘ ’
. h s 10§
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' Table C-12: CALIFOEE W TEST TOTAL READING PRE AND POST mns AND GAIN STATISTICS FOR PROJECT ASSIS

MDHIALAIDCONTROLSCE)OLE‘IGHT!GRAD!RS

§

- -

- v

R .. 4 . . .

PRETEST . POSTTEST AVERAGE GAIN

(Pebruary, 1973) (January, 1974) (based on matached pre
| . p and JOOt scores)

[ ITI L R  %e192
(Proj“t,“.ut - '5007 ’ 506].: . 039

School)
S 7

Allan g e W=326
(Ceneral Atde ‘ . . 5.81
Control Sehool) T :
M-ou . N=454
{(Bo Aide Comtrol . .27
School) '
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Table C-13:

t
. ’

- " -

COMPARISON OF PRE - (1972-1973 MIDYEAR) CALIFORNIA ACHIEVE-
MENT TEST RESULTS FOR PROJECT ASSIST AND NO AIDE CON’I'ROL

r EIGHIR CRAD!RS
~
\
. . S Mean
CAT Subscale - Group . (in grade ‘N 4
. _ __equivalents)
Réading Vocabulary Martin ~ 5:06 255 0000
_ e Pulmore 6.16 ..465
Reading Co-prehen'sion Martin 5,23 255 0006‘
- - : Fulmore 6.52 465 i
Total Reading Martin 5.0 255 6000
\ - Z‘ FPulmore 6.32 465 : y
¢ ’ [\ ‘ Yo
L] ' .
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Table C-14: COMPARISON OF POST ('73-'74 MIDYEAR) CALIFORNIA ACHIEVE- - '

MENT TEST RESULTS FOR PROJECT

EIGHTH GRADERS

-~

ASSIST AND NO AIDE CONTROL

) ) Mean
AT Subscale " Group . (in grade N P
2 ~ egnivdeatq
Reading Vocabulary Martin 5.43 v 231 0000*«\
e | Pulmore 7.34 454 "
Rehding Comprehénsion: .| Martin 5.61 231 | 2o00*
A , - Pulmore - 7.27 456 0900,
Total Reading Martin * 5.61 1 231 | o000
Fulmore ' 7.27 454 ik
. — -
’ R N > . i
" L
\ ) : .
.' / . : 4 *
' - ‘
”'. ) : l.l "',.:‘y 1y »
. ’ "
| s
o ! < C-12
‘ AR ‘ .




" Table C-15:  COMPARISOW OF GAINS OR THE CALTFORNIA ACHEVEMENT TEST
. : TROM PRE (MIDYEAR '72-'732 TO0 POST !Ll_b!& 13-'74)
e FOR PROJECT ASSIST. AND MO AIDE CONTROL EIGHTH ERS
ot . . - v ! ., . .

a "\CAT Subscale - . Group™ ° (in- grade ' - N J
: i ' equivalents) .

[ 4 ’
Martin | .25 192+
Fulmore 1.03: 386

Reading Comprehension - Martin w9 L | 192
) T i m:‘ ’ 054 3“

\Qm Reading " Martin 39 192
. s .79 384 -

2
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*" Table C-16:

' : ; "
:+ COMPARISON OF POST ('73-'74 MIDYEAR) CALIPORNIA ACHIEVEMENT-
’ TEST TOTAL READING RESULTS FOR PROJECT ASSIST AND NO AIDE

CONTROL BIGBIB GRADERS

i

.

3

CAT Subscale: ~
£

Far-v]

7.
Group

Mean )
(in grade

equivalents) —}

- r
.

Reading Vocsbulary

Martin.

Kllag

.2074

o

Reading Comprehension

Martin
All&g

4760

Total Reading ° ** Martin « . fg 61 231' o '
-4 * .2 6 .
i . Allad L , 05.81 326 -291
” ’ 8 7
" - .
» ) /_ N ¢
} . o~ -+
< ~ ’ E
L 4 ) /\. :
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, APPENDIX D '
INSTRUMENT REPORT L7
R , ~ PUPIL ATTENDANCE REPORT . LT
. . i -
I3 s [y ’
Date/Period of Admimistration: Data gathered throughout <1973-74 ‘
> Population: . ' ‘ All students in Austin Independemt School
. 4 . , ® 4 mtfict e

< Data Collected by: ) Classroom teachers and school offfce
petsonmel -

- ¢ Data Collectlom Supervised by: Department of Pupil Services
’ " - - -~
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& 4 ¢
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PALM , | 88 89 +1
METZ ' 92 91 -1
GEN;R_AL_ AIDE\ com"gm. SCHOOLS " ‘ o o
BROOKE __ °, ° 92 91 -1
- ORTEGA ” 93 ) _-2

Every year the A.1.5.D. Department of Pupil Accounting prepares a yearly
report listing the perceat of Studemt .attendance for esch school in

the -district. This percentage is determined by dividing the Average
Daily Attendance (ADA) of a school by the Averags Daily Membership
‘(ADM) of that wchool. The resulting percentages axs rowsded off to

the nearest percent in the yesrly reports. :

?,g -
=3 s,
&,
J ¥

- -

“From the A.z.s.}». attendance reports for 1972-'*53 and 1973-74 (see

Table D~2), sttendance data on the experiieptal and control schools was

_sathered, and differences weré caluculated {see the following table):

.
»~
- - F I

L7 S ’ . 2}
*TABLE D-1: RCENT OF AVERAGE D NDANCE -FOR RIMENTAL
.. ° AND CONTROL SCHOOLS FOR YEARS 1972-1973 AND 1373-1974
ot R Tl
: . % ADA | % ADA ] DIFFERERCE

g - _
*

—GHOOLS

"PROJECT ASSIST SCHOOLS
99292 LU

ALLAN

NO AIDE CONTEOL SCHOOLS .
T ] o 3 ‘
_DAWSON S | 9% | 93 . -1
"_BECKER ‘ 91 89 -2
TRAVIS® HRIGHTS . o 91~ NO DATA |
) FOR PREV-
; 10US YEAR
|3
.. 89 -1

o




. elememtary !!oj.qt Assist schioo)s, was the only Austin elementary

Hi
g
i
i

1 district, with attendance going

§72-73 to 91 percent im 1973-74.. Of the
‘the same perceant of attemdance,

ape school increased (Palm). Jumior
e loss of one percent, and the high ' <
.1/2 percent. These decresses in
tive of a national trend of school: - .

\

‘ l

' '

‘

‘

‘|

. . 3

schogls averaged a loss of
atteadance are ptobnbly re
atm decreases. -
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ADSTIN ‘PUBLIC PERCENY OF AVERAGE DAILY .
ATTERDANCE BY SCHOOLS POR 1973-1974 COMPARED
L% . 3 _t‘ r .

1“!.! D-‘;’: .

WITH 1972-1973.

B

. 1 . . .
- SCHOOL (W/SP.ED.) -
ANDERSOR HIGH - 92 N.A, .
. | AUSTIN HIGH 87 867 -1
. | CROCKEIT HIGH __ 30 187 . -3
% HIGH *. - 84 78 -6
: HIGH 92 89 - - 3.
‘4 MCCALLIM HIGCH ) 90 . ; 89 -1
REAGAN HIGH 91 . -+ 90 - -1
TRAVIS HICH 89 - e, *8 . -3
| ALLAN JR. 85 Y S 1 same
BEDICHECK JR. 9% 4§93 -1
BURRET JIR. 8% ..+ “1"° 92 N -2
DOBIE JR, < 93 90 -3
FULS IR, 90 - 89 -1
LAMAR JE, 93 7 93 same
AN R, 82 81 -1
MURCHESON JR. ° 95 y 93 -2
0, 'HENRY JR, 92 93 41
PEARCE JR, 9% PRI C 9% same
PORTER JR, _ 93 . 92 -1
ALLISON BLEM 1 - 90 -1
ANDREWS ELEM, 96 95 &l
| BARER ELEM, 9 93 -1
mn%:m! ELEM, - 95 . 95 1  same
ELEM, 97 s 96 1 -1
BECKER . <. 9% ] 89 1 y-2
BLACKSHEAR ELEM. ™ 93 * ~ 91 -2
BLANTON ELEM, i 9 94 ) -2
BRENTWOOD ELEM, 95 94 a1
BROOKE ELEM, 92 9 -1
BROYN ELEM, -95 94 -1
BRYKER WOODS ELEM, 1 95 94 -1
‘CAMPBELL ELEM 93 - 92 -1
| CASIS ELEM, . « 95 i 9% -1
HAM ELEM, 96 295 - -1
DAWSON 94 M 93 -1 f
DILL . 96 95 -1
| DOSS ELEM, 96 95 -1
GOVALLE ELEM, 93 91 -2
| GRABAM ELEM, i 97 96 =1
GULLETT ELEM, - 95 95 . same
S . 96 4 95 L -1
HIG PARK ELEM 96 * 96 | same
HILL ELPM, 96 £96 same
1.7 '
L V)

-
.




AUSTIN ‘PUBLIC SCHOOLS PERCENT OF AVERACE DALLY
- ATTEIDANCE BY SCHOOLS POR .1973-1974 COMPARED
WITH 1972-1973. ‘ - R

SCHOOL (W/SP.ED.) % ATTENDANCE DIFFERENCE
- 1972-73 ‘

95
9
96
- 9%
© .95
93
92
96 *
9%
93
95
93
88
95
96
97
94
96
95
95
9
91
95
94
. 96
95
95
9%
92
96
96
95
93
95
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~ ‘ APPENDTIX E ,
- . \ Yy L
s INSTRUMENT REPORT . . ’
] , " "
. PIERS-HARRIS CHILDREM'S SELY CONWCEPT SCALE REPORT

R, -

n

ht'a co:tect«.i 'by:d

- ‘; R Y N .. . .
Date/Period of Administration: October 1973 and mu 1974

i
Population: 933 Third and Pourth Guderl at Hct:.

. Palm, Brooke, Ortega, Dawson, and .
» Classroom 'rgcl_ni'

Data 40011{::101: Supervised by:'i‘ Department of Student. Mclopunt
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3

_ «the Project Assist efementary schools (Metz and Palm),

AINTEODUCTION ; .. S ’

The Piers-Harris Self Concept Scale was administered in the fall of
1973 and the spring /of 1974 to all third and fourth grade students in
the general aide
' control .elementary.schools (Brooke and Ortega), and the no aide pontrol

‘.

“‘*““‘él@iﬁiti schoGIE“Tthson and Becker). ™

N

, 4 . .
1

. Analyses uere perfor-ed to ascertain vhether there were significant

changes in self concept from pre to post within each groups, and te
dete whether there were sigﬂ!ficant diffe
. tween(groyps. The following discussipn and taples present the findings .,
of'these analyses . ‘ -

) B
. [
Q Te

COHPARISON OF PROJECT ASSIST AND GB!ERAL AIDE_CONTROL SCHOOLS

There was a significant losa on the total Piers-ﬂarris .scoresd of

bath -Project Assist and general aide control third grade’ students , o

(see Table E-1). However, there was fio significant change from’ pre,
to post for fourth gfade students for either groups.

™

ences in self concept be- -

There, was no significant difference between Project Assist and general a

aide control third graders omn total.Pier-Harris.scores on either pre
or post measures (see Table E-2). However, there was a significant
difference .at the fourth' grade' level between the- two groups-on both
pre and post -easures .in favor of the comtrol fourth grade atudents

COMPARISON OF PEQLBCT ASSIST AF‘INO AIDE CONTROL SCHOOLS o

There was a‘significant loss on the total Piers-ﬂagiis scores of both~+
Project,Assist and no aide control third graders (see Table E-1).

Far fourth graders, no‘change was seen, for Project Assist students, but
a significaat gain was made by 'no aide control students. ’

There was no signigicant difference between Project Assist and.no aide
control third graders on total Plers-Harris scores on either pre or
post measures (see Table E-3). At the fourth grade level, there was a
significant -difference on the pre measure “in ﬁavorcof Project Assist
students, but i¢ had disappeared by the end of ¢he year owing to the

gains made by the no aide control -students. "
- ’ ' “
suary ¢ .

At the third zrade level, there were no ‘differences betwe:g Project
Assist studep s and either of the two eontrol groups on either pre or
post test medsures of the Piers-Harris, Significant losses in self-
concept vere made by akl three groups of third grade studehts .

. . . . . 7

va
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At the fourth grdde level, general aide students began the year with a
"~ significantly higher self:-concept than the Project Assist students, and
maintained that edge throughout the.year. The Projfet Assist foursh
. -graders had a significantly higher self, concept at the beginning of the 5
- year, but had lost: that ‘sdvantage &5 the end of the year due'to s greater
gaip by the control group. No significant change in self comcept was
made by Project Assist or general aide coatrol fonrth graders. However,
a s(gniﬂcant gnin was seen for the no aide control fourth graders. :
Tahlea E-b through E-13 give -orc/detailed results on individual schools
and’ grades than are found in Tables E-1 through E-3: Pragram and school

_persodnel may fingd these lattey tables beneficial. . .
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Table E-2 ¢

SIMHAR.Y.OF COMPARISON OF 1973~-74 PIERS-HARRIS RESULTS BETWEEN

+ PROJECT ASSIST (METZ AND PALM) STUDENTS AND GENERAL AIDE

E~4

11¢

’ P CONTROL (BROOKE AND ORTEGA) STUDENTS S
L 4 . * .
o , ) . <, . " '.’g',‘,‘}.s.'
- e et e e S T T TN T ——— '
Piers-Harris Fall Spring " | Fall Spring .
Subscale rd Grade (3rd Grade ‘4th Grade .jith Gy
L] - P - =
o~ 1 io ,
. . vior | . ontrol -
) | 7Beha . Jt(Control) (COnttol) T'(Ccp to.)
2. . Intellectual and 4 -
, School Status . . - k(Control)
- ' [ b
. " ‘1 . N -y
4w - ‘ . *
'* ] 3. Physicat -Ap'pearghéei , .. ,
.T" and Atsributes — N h((:oﬂtrol) ) T(Cmtro]_)
4. Anxiety '
. .‘*‘
i Tk -
5 S . i hd
. I
.| 5. Popularity : . B
on ! ( ¢\
- /
6. Happiness and
Satisfaction ~
78 Total : \ 'P‘(Control) f(Control) ,
! ’
A . <« |/
S . A
1 ’ ) " N\
1*(Contr01) = there wvas a significant difference between the two groups
. favoring tle contropl students.
Z%Expeﬂnpfll)'there wvas a significant -difference between the two groups
s, ’*-, fivorin.g the experinental Project Assist students.
il A K ’r P .
o , ' -



*Table E-3 : SUMMARY OF COMPARISON OF 1973-74 PIERS-HARRIS RESULTS BETWEEN PROJECT ASSIST -
. ©~ (METZ ARD PALM) STUDENTS AND NO @IDE CONTROL ( BECKER AND DAWSON STUDENTS
- o— — . - - - - .——.‘ e —— ——— a— f;—[ﬁ s e e e - — _.ﬂ..-.‘.. '-m - Pra— - - .7,‘ -
: ! .
Plers-Harris . Fall Spring i} Fall ' | spring
Subscaie"“’ ‘3rd . Grade 3rd Grade 1 4th Grade 4th Grade
1. Behavior/ S ] *(Experimental)
2. Intellectual ‘and ) . o
Sehool Status Lo s+(E£beriianta1) "
|3. Physical Appearance . '
and Attributes ] .
4. Ahxiety . . ‘ r‘(Exper.n‘ental)Nﬂx}perhnel:ltal) . .
5. i’bpular‘ny _ 0\ _M;m“ _,ﬂwr(%erinental) r(Experﬁental)
" ; <
—te ‘,“ ’ . ’ .
6. Happiness and ' "y o \ .
‘ satisfaction - - r : .
7. Total ' - . r(kperimental)

B 1% (pxperimental)= there was a significant differ-ence between the two groups favoring the

xa“-@ | exp*imnul (Project M#&tftudents). .
ERIC

.
L . R . ~
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TABLE .E-4 ; -COMPARISON OF SPRING PIERS-HARRIS §

RSUH

!

ROJECY -ASS1ST
. METZ AND PALM) FOURTH GRADERS AND WO AIDE 'CC ‘
. (DAWSON AND BECKER) -FOURTH GRADERS

0

/48

Piers-Harris . ,
-Subsgcale Group Mean | | P
1 1. Behavior Experimental: 11.9483  |176 2764
.. |Control 11.4470 132 ~en
2., Intellectual and_ Experimental 11.1322 174 2088
. Schooj Status Control 10.5606  |132 | 208
"3, ~Physical Appearance - Bxyeri;ental 6.2184 . . |174 8342 ;
. and,Attributes ° [Control . 6.2955 ¢ - [132 s .
' 4. Anxiety - * |Experimental 8.2299 - 174 790
e Control 7.8258 |13z | :7°
S.. Popularity .|Experimental 7.3103 174 00432
' trol 6.4242 132 .| -
»
. -/ . e v . N
'{ 6. Happiness and lixperi.-ental °'6.4023 ' 174 5077
' Satisfaction Icontrol : 6.2424 132 - Pl
. f : 2
4‘ ‘l 5 2
7. Total Experimental 51.1552 - Q174 ° 0873
/w trol 8.469% 132 | -

‘*‘The difference between the two groups is statistically significant.
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Tapke E£-5: OF TALL AND SPRING jtg-*h PIMU.M‘B For PwwncT g_ﬁ;
195 CowipL. paD W A1 COMTOL T 10 GhugeRe PR
’ . M A
) - S - Project Assist Schools "
S [ Hetz Paim sad Mets
Plors-Narris v _Nege ' ps) Re 6 -
Subscale Fall Spring | P fall * | $pring ] P 7all < | Spring{ P
- Megn | Nean Heus - vean _ Mean -
Benavior . [12.996{11.909: | .1057 |12.2135 |12.3506 | .o180" } 158313 |12.:506 | .007s®
' Istellectusl ' ~ - . .
& School 13.5455 1 12,3006 | L0033 {1..9438 111.8539 | .0007 | 13.2229
Status . - . ' .
& (. Pryelcal : 1§ : - .
. . Appearsace/ | 8.703] 7.6364 | .0010 | ".6517 | €.8k27 ] 000" | 8.1566
. Attributes _§ . :
b Aaxtety 8.3u7( 8.7213 | .60 | S.2922 | B.5%34 .10 [ 6.25% | 8.6c65 | .0320°
l \ o - M
“[5. Popularity |[-7.97h0| 7.1818 | .00m®| - oaT2 7-5056 | .3003- 3 -7:5843 | 7.3554 | . a3
, Bappiness & | 6.1918] 5.9881 | .29 | €.uzr0 | 6.:06 | .s1e9 | 6.3133 | 6.2046 | 2390
Satisfaction , 4
. " foral 56.9351 | 53.4935 | ,0035"|56.0849.153.3933 | .0123" | 56.4978 |53.5398 | .0003°
' b :
s | T
Subscale Fall Spring Fall Syring P
) — Mews |} Wear - ) - | Me
. Bebavior 13.5000 112.7581 | .0074 {12.9333 [13.3000 {.4855 | 13.2213 [13.0246 |.5uA8
: Intellectual o - ) .
-~ 1. & Schoo} 13.8677 112.0488 | 0018 117.0833 | 12.9000 |.6885 | :3.2787 [12.4672 |.010%
Status - - - 7
Prysical R .
/ ] 7.8226 } 6.9032 | .0110 [*7.7000 | 7.5333 |.6660 - 7.762% | 7.2131 |.03hs
Attributes N - A
h.  Aaxiety” 8.5261 [-8.2581 | .3676 [ 1.6667 | 1.6500 [.96k2 | 3.098% | }.9590 |.5623
- - - 7
S. Popularity | 7.4839 | 6.3367 | o013’} 7.0833 | 7.5833 ["1760 | 7.2869 508 |.1090
Happioess & | 6.7258 é.sossﬁmrr 6.5000 | €:3833 |.9509 | 6.6188 | 6.393% |.293%
Setistaction - . .
. \ . N *
7. Total . 57.0000 [52.677% | .0028°|5-.4833 53.6%3\55-7623 5.6 |.0356°
: : A -
N N o Alde Corirol Schools )
Davson * i Zecker o Dawscz and Becker
#ﬂm—hrrﬂ ¥=h) ¥ 77 1)
. Subscale Fail .| Sprirg | P Fall. | Spring] P Fall | Spcing | P
Nean Hean Nean ] Mean | Mean
. 1. Beharior 12.100Q | 12.5750 | .A7A2-12.5556 | 1:.9%6%8e0019° | :2.9903 [ 12.16a5 | .osng”
LFT. Intellectual . . ] N
& Scheol 12.3000 | 12.3000 {1.0500 |:+.5073 | 10.Ba13 | ,0000% | :3.0388 [ 11..978 | .8008" ]
’ Status ) - 2 <1 i
3. Phrsical LI N
Appesraace/ } 7.230 | T.6113 | Ty L LTTTI] 67619 ) o062 | 7.736M | 165 ] 0me8®
ﬁt. Anitety 7.7500 | 7.7500 |1.0000 | i.076 | 2.1829.7616 | v.530] 7.9%03 .8105
3 Powlertty | 6.9500 [ 7.0 | 0558, | 571k | £.9206 | om0 | ~.3301 €.9%3] .19
i P Beppinesa & . A
Satiofaction| 6.2°%0 | 62290 | 7910 | €.8Li3 | 6.L762 k3 g nk0B | 6313 166
: — poe e e g -
7. Total _J”'””j s.2m0 | .99k M-‘“Usum 201" |5 9903 |51 571 | 008y’
R SR S S GHN S D M §

' The ¢irfarsece betveen £311 3nd Pring resuits o vISTigriow ) sightiar

11¢

RIC
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i ’ l
r " ‘
r ) L Ploro-llarvis - : T - | wels , ) . .
- . - “gubscsle - | Fall | Spring | F | 7all | Sering] P Tall ¥ atgu ¥ : K
; 1 . . - o Mean Negn Mpan - | Moss s Hoan Nesp -
| . , : .
| - 1. . Sehovier 12.9582 | 12.9881 [ .393s [12.7243 { 11,9183 | .o07* | 12.5736 | 12.9019 |.0028* y
| . ' ¢ School 125522 { 12.6119 | .8860 |10.8571 10.2000 | .0590" | 11.5274 | 12.1993 |.1433
| . . j——Ststws : = 1
e 3., Puysicel = : - :
- dppearance/ . | 6.7015 | 7.07¢6 | 3388 | 6.0762 " ensa-d-2C70 | 3198 ) 6.2326 |.7201
. - - - . ‘ ‘ - P
v 6. sexieey .8.2000 | s.6119 | .2186 | 7.4076 | 7.9820 | .0009*| P7sa2] 8.2267 | 0208
-l - = . . '_ s ‘
. |3, vesuiarscy | 6.0955| 7.4030 | ;0976 | 69952 7.2095 |.2437. | 6.0953 1 7.2049 | .0273
K .
- {6, mapptsese’s | 6.0096 | 6.313 | .3538 | 6.2952 6.4476 | 4493 | 6. 2101} 6. 3953 |. 2084 | .
Sstisfsctiom i~ -
7. tetal $2.0006 | 53.7463 | .5430 |50.9524 | 49.4206 | .10% st.ms 32.1103 |.5088 -
. . 4 a
= 1 1e
- -W‘ Octags Svesks and Ortega
Pleve-flacris =73 =79 !
Subecale | Pall | pyeiag [ P | Soeing | P Tall Socisg | ? .
S Wess | e Hesa Nesn | Nesn
1. Dehevier 13.2647 | 13.1833 .nszﬂu.m.r'n.xn 5366 13,4627 | 13.28% |.5259 .o
g i 7 e s 2
¢ Sehool 12:0667 |11.6567 | .3082 [12.5403 [12.3378 |.5803 |12.3284 |12,0373 |.26m
'!._g';'-ﬁr » , . 7
.. Appearamce/ { 68833 | 6.7333 | .e800 | 7.5000 | 7.2297°|.322¢ | 7.209% 1.% 326
. tributes s - .
~ JF . N »
b daxipty | [8.3000 | 8.3500 .8529 8.6216 | 8.9%95 |.2%17 8.5672 | 8.7761 .auf
‘ ]
1S, Pepulertey | 7.2333) 7.6300 | .1203 | 7.3108 | 7.2162 |.7400 | 7.2761 | 7.4204 |.5061 g
N . s - o ’ .
. : , 6. Eappiness & LLO{N 6.3167 | .0035 | 6.4459 | 6.7297 |.2248 | 6.7164 | 65448 [.33)% .
. fection - . a
. ) '
» 7. Tetal $5.4667 [54.3233 | .3188 |55.3649 | 55.2432 |.9065 s[.uu 54.8330 | .48
'. v . ., * *
- * . - -
. -0 1 Bo Atde Costrol Schools : :
- - Dawvson ~ Becksr i Sewson and Becker | . >
s | Ptereclierris o4 . D123 We14?
) Swbscale Fall | Spring | P | 7all | Spring | P Vell | Spcing | P
V| . Mean 4 Mean’ Noon Mesn Meen Moom |
. [ [ . F R
1. Bedavier 12.1500_ |12.3000 | .8741 |10.3268 | 11.2946 |.0387" | 10.7727 | 12,4470 [.0514
’ ‘ . ectusl ; T l N
. 1 11.9600 |12.0500 |.8983.1 9.2946 |10.2986 [.0036" | 9.6970 {10.5606 |.0060
i Seates , 1 . - . o
. Physiesl « ‘ - N g e
- ] Appestesce/ 4 8.2000 | 6.9000 |.0613 | 5.6607 | 6.1875 | W22 | 6.0455 | 6.2935 |.9660 *
° . 4. Aamtéey $.0500 | 7.7500 | .%027 | 7.0009 | 7.8 001" | 7.1667 | 7.0258 |.008s"
~ . ‘: ‘. N o ' - 1.
aer P S Popufersiy | 7.8%00 | 6.7500 |.0722| 6.0893 | 4.3661 |.2888 | 4.3561 | 6.4242 §.7742
. tness & | 6.6500 | 6.0000 | 6982 | 5.0875 | 6.1429 |.0537 | s.8333 | 6.202 -osnsf’
“ "‘ b I istection : -— : -
1. rotar’ $4.0500 |53.6500 | .6005 |#4.4732 | 47.7232 |.0000" | 45.9242 | 48,4697 |.00es" T~
, !
. ’ . - — : L —
| Q , " N dif(ctence betvaen fall sod aprims results is statistically sigatffcamt. .
SERIC -7 ot T w8 g4
{, L ' g - - 140 . .

=5 - ' - 5




TABLEE7

-

COHPARISQI OF PALL PIERS-HARRIS RKSULTS FOR P ASSIST
. (METZ AND PALM) THIRD GRADERS AND GENERAL A%&

L CONTROL (Bkm AND ORTEGA) THIRD GRADERS

£ Lo
Plers-Harris I
Subscale - Group Mean N . B
e — i
- é i i
1. Behavior ' [Experimental 12.8811  hss | 5127
2 Control - l3.1232 132 "
‘2. Intellectyal ° erimental 2541 Qgs |
trol 3.1667 38 *
1 School Status .
3.. Physical Appearance rimental {8.2162 hiss 1316
" and Control - “[7.7756  p3s | 131
Attributeg : . .
4. Anxiety . rimental 8.3459- .- 185 2711
. . - trol 8.0652 y
- * . v / .
5. 'Populgritg Experimental 7. 54&9 185 2576
' ' Control 17.2754 57
6. Happiness and %ri-ental 6.3514 .
Satisfaction ntrol 6.6014
. . v
1 .
7. Total . Experimental b6 . 6000
' . fontrol » r5.6449

r




[ o ! <
‘. ‘. R . . .
Tablc E-8: COMPARISON OF SPRING PIERS-HARRIS RESULTS FOR PROJECT ASSIST
, (METZ AND PALM) THIRD GRADERS AND AIDE
' CONTROL (BROOKE AND ORTEGA) THIRD GRADERS
’ | 9
Plers-Harris v ..
Subscale - Group ~ - Mean N P
o 1. Behavior Experimental 13.1617  *|167
. ) Control 13.0246  [122 | -0365*
-
" ' e
} . 2. Intellectual and [Experimental 12.1078 167 - 3994
| School Status Control : "112.4672 122 |-
| & | 3. Physical Appearance E_xperimt‘al 7.2275 167 9668
i 7| . and Atcributes.. . |Control 7.2131 12z | %668
| = -
} t S
| . 4. Anxiety ' [Experimental 8.6228 |167 | oo
| - Control 7.9590 122 |-
5. Popularity rimental 7.3353  ji67
S %&01 6.9508  f2z | -1780
| . ,
| 6. Happiness and: prerileﬁtal 6.1437 _ he7 2480
*};‘ Satisfaction Control 6.3934 p22 *
- 7. tal Exper imental b3.4431 . 167
R - Control P3.6311  f2z 8891

* The differerde between the two groups is statistically sighificant.

-
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- -
¢
- T~
Piers-Harris . \\‘
Subscale "~ Group Mean |-N P
- \\
-)" . ’ ~
1. Behavior * Kxperimental 12.8811 185 8415
Control 12.8051 118 | 841
. . ) . ’ /,,’ . MRS
2. 1Intellectual and |Expetimental 13.2541  [185 5366
School Status Control 13.0339 118‘“ °
_ 8 .
'
3. Physical Appearance [Experimental 8.2162 185
and Attributes  [Control 7.7966 118 | ‘1789
)
4. Anxiety Exper imental 8.3459. liss | .,
R S ConT':rol - 7.8051 118 .
5.. Popu_iarfty Experimental 7.5459 185 29
Control 7.2881 18 | * 2972
- ¥
6. Happiness and IExperin'ental 16.3514 185 2678
Satisfaction [Control 6.5678. 118 | <267
| A L]
7. Total rimenta}l 56,6000 -  [185 092
- bntrol b%.5424  pis | -0923
/7 Ve

« * The diffe’ren’ce between

>

~
L7

the two groups is statistically gdgnificant.

\‘l‘ . _ .
ERIC . - e, B .




: © o
- — - ) B X
4 "es-'f'“az“ T Group * Mean B | P i
\B — - : — ;
. 1. Behavior Experimental 12,1617 167 96
] " {Countrol. DL o3| -%613 |
3 — ‘ - ——— = |
2. Intellectual and Réperimental 12.1078 167 _ |
%ol/mtni ~.  [Comtrel _ -5078  JI03| 1200 l
. - . I e 4. ,
1\ b . - L] ‘
S — i -J |
3. Physical® Appearance |Experimental 7.2275 167 I
and Attributes Tontrol T.Tie5  fo3] 7674 e
\ »
v _ S 8] . i
‘4, Anxiety . Experimental 8.6228 167 ‘
C 4 trol . 903 o3| -0378*
S. Popularity Zmﬂ.lﬂnl’.ﬂl_,[_l.ﬂﬁ_%g.;_ . .
- «  |Control 6.9612 -2065
' é: Wppiness and Experimental - 6.1437 167 29 \.
Satisfaction Control - 5.3786 o3| 290 vy )
-} PR . ;
. ! - SRR
7. Total . Experimental 53.4431 = [67 :
. Tontrof . . mﬂ = ﬁ'd‘i"','zm’» -l

-

. * The difference bétween the two groups 1s statistically significant.
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Table E-11:

s

*

ULTS FOR PROJECT

COMPARISON OF FALL PIERS-HARRIS RESUL ASSIST
- "(METZ AND PALM) FOURTH GRADERS AND GENERAL AIDE CONTROL

a .+ (BROOKE AND ORTEGA) POURTH GRADERS - .
‘ ' /"\ ( » -
— 1
~ B M 7
Piers-Harris ' ,
Subscale . Group - Mean n P
P ] = —
S . \ :l‘ .
‘ 1. .Behavior ertmental '\ T12.4862 10| ...,
Control . [13.3133 150~ °
- * 3 =
. e -
% ) 2. Intellectual and xperimental ' |11.5421- - (T30 ]
} School. Stdtus trol \ 112.1533 150, - '
, . :’/ ) v . p E
- 1~ . e
[ . 3. PhySica¥F Aypearance LExperinental 6.3632 190} 0213# ‘,
~ and AttTibutes N Fontrol . 7.1467. 150 ~
[' . '. A . P
F g ; !
»F\ . . - ) . " .
* ‘4. Anxfiety Experimental 7.6737 190 .
o Control C5.4933  iso| 0077
L - | o R
N . I3 - S ‘-‘ . « N LI
5. Popularity . Hzgerhental 6.8526 1904
Control . 7.2267 |10} -1760
: .  eq oo| 0546
6. Happiness and %eﬁnentgl 6.1579 1
‘Satisfaction trol 4 6.5733 150
- ‘7. Total erimental @.6862/ 90 0168 * »
! el Control 54.76'07 so0|

1*1be'di,lfferénce' I’wetﬁeen the two groups‘ is stat

l\

L[4

istically significant.
: -




Table E-12:

'ARISON OF SPRING P

L)

/

¥

-HARRIS RESULTS POR PROJECT ASSIST .~

(HBTZANDPADQFWRTBGRADERSANDGMALAIDBCONTROL

—m——-—_'_—‘-

Piers-Harris ’
Subscale {Group Mean N P
y - . I ,
1. Behavior : - rimen: 11.9483 174 :
trol - 13.283% s | 00t
2. Intellectual and tal - 11,1322 [76 0405
.School Status trol 12.0373 34 '
3. Physical Appearance. Methal 6.2184 174 ’
.0415%
and Attributes IControl 7.0075 134
4e Anxiety" IExperimental 8.2299 174 )
: {feontrol / Fg.7761 fis | 03%0
N .
5. Popularity Experimental 7.3103 B74 7187
- . Control , 7.4104 134 -
1]
6.. .  Bappiness and erimental 6.8023 74 ”.5608
Satisfaction trol 6.5448 134
- ) 1 \. \ =
. . N . J ) ,
7. Total - erimental %.1552 N |174 0198%-
trol .8358 . Y |134 '

'

]

shle s

;AM-A*-MM-E‘“__ y e °'’'=




. Table £-13: COMPARISON OF

FALL PIERS~HARRIS RESULTS FOR PROJECT ASSIS+

. “  (METZ ARD PALM) .FOURTH GRADERS AND NO AIDE CONTROL -
o . (DAWSON AND BECKFR FOURTH GRADERS .
s o w
2 ki ' " . \ N ’
. Plers-Harris iy \ -
Subscale - Group Mean . N P
1. iehavior erimental 2.4842 190 -
{ e trol N0.8095 . ha7 | -0002*
2.  Intellectual and |Experimenta 11.5421 190 0001*
School Status [Control - ) 9.809% a7 .
.'.‘ ‘“.:\
? r ‘.,‘ ' -
| . : 4
3. Physical Appearance Experisental 6.3632 190 5170
and Attributes trol 6:1429 147 :

4, Anxiety

7.6737 190

.0795

) b
RV o ol

! .

-% The’&gférence between t

s
4. .
‘7‘
A
>
“

‘..
L e

‘[Control 7.1701 147
’ i . ;’ C ! -
1 5. Popularity Experimental . 6.8526 » 590 6‘.31*
: Control 6.3129 147@‘1 *
!
- - e -

h'6. Happiness and Experimental . 6.1579 190 1239 |*
3 Satisfaction . Control 5.8163 147 :
1. ? Total ’ Experimental 51.4842 ° . 1190 0003*

Control .0§4b 147 *
. - . . e
4 : . -+ ;
‘!,\ L el -'-,‘4 \ .

he two groups is statistically significant. .
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AE!!!!STI&TIOI AID D!SCIIPTIOI pr PIEIS-HAIIIS CHILDREN' S S!L!—COICIPT

E

1

i . - ” ;
The test was administered hm/(”.‘!ndmu 1974-'to children )
in all classes of grades three-five at the experimental sand control
elementary schools. I;mmmdbyclumm:hm,.
respective rooms. ) ’

-ut-u,o.;."lunhppyntm and at lsast half were v
negative in costest, e¢.g. "I behave badly at howme.” Children
nuutdubothuthyukdorlunkdth-dmhm .
following categories: .Behavior, Iatellectual and School Status, . A
Physical Appearance aad Acmunm, tqpmcyJ Popularity, and |
Happiness and Satisfsction.l

Thehotn-qt was developed by Ellen V. Piers and Dale’B. Harris and it
is standardized. Copies of the mtmtmuﬁlc mtbcAISD.
Office of Evaluation.

- ”

’ ..

*

ltxcérp: from: Piera, Ellen V. Manual for The Piers-Harris Children's ‘
Self-Concept Scale {The Way I Feel About Myself). Counselor Recordiggs
and Tests:. Mashvflle, Tennessee. 1969, e —~
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ELEMENTARY READING ATIIWDIML TEST REPORT
i .
Late Spring, 19':’1 : a -
763 Students in Gradds K-5 at Pala, Metz,
Brooke, Ortega, Becketr and Dawson Schools
£
Classroom Teachers, Counselors, \Bn:lvenity
of Texas Students, and Office of Evalua-
tion Staff 4 ’ )
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INTRODUCTION -

.

The elementary Reading Attitudinal Test was administered to one clasw

. from each grade level (K-5) at each of the six elementary experimental - ’

and: control soifools in late spring of the first project year. A more
detailed narrative of the administration and description of the instru-
ment is found at the end of this appendix.

. .
Tests were scored and means for each grade level at each school were °
computed on the “four subscales and the total scgre. Statistical
comparisons between the experimentsl group and es h.of the two control
groups by means of a simple t-test, and significance levels were
computed, All these statistics appear in the two tables attached to
this appendix. The following sections discuss these results.

0

EXPERIMENTAL VERSUS GENERAL AIDE CONTROL GROUP v

Of the 35 comparisons made between Metz and Paln versus Brooke and Ortega,
only two were found to be significant (see Table F-1). There vas no sig-
nificant difference on total scores between the two groups at any grade
level or between the total populations of the two groups.

EXPERIMENTAL VERSUS NO AIDE CONTROL GROUP ,

+

Metz an Palm first gradets had a significantly more ,positive attitude

. toward reading than did Becker and Dawson first graders as messured by

this -igstrument, No significant difference vas found at amy of the

other grades, although the difference at fourth grade was close to the
significant level in favor of Metz and Palm. When the toal populations
of the two groups were compared, the difference (tn favor of Metz and -

" Palm) was almost significant (p=.0575) (see Table F-2).

SUMMARY

/
At the end of the first project year, thege sppeared to be no significant:
difference between the experimental and genersl aide control gtoup on

" attitude toward reading. However, the differeficewbetween the experimental

and no aide control schools in favor of thé experimental group was very
nearly significant, N
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Continued:

. Table F-2
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. rummm&thuwt oq.:n}uom ulfru-d‘gnh ) l
- lmlo!:hd.—nhrywnd 1 mmm-
- were selected from a list of teachers using a table of swmbers.
'udmtwﬂamm:aaﬂumtimunchtmm
mtmmmmyuammthuunly. JIn most cases the
1 teachers administered thé test, but experismental school it ’was givea '
Lo ‘.. by the ceunselor, aasd at two mo-aide loebohthwﬂ-um
v byeonqtctudutondobmmfmqouum '
|
|

:

Al - -

(“'\ﬂcmthantofnpdrdmm'uchmsfmmtmofa ]
reader's day aad imcludes activities that are represemtative
ofuddc.dtrutiuuﬁcunboi,uuuumdur- !
. school ai pre-bedtime sctivities. Each page shows childrea emgaged in
-~ _ two different activities, and the-cliild must oaly merk the activity.that
.- be prefers. There .is & separate form for boys and girls. i

. ‘Drs. Sam Veintrawb of Indians University aad Mamcy Ressr of the University ;
. of Texas were co-suthors of -the test. Extensive field testing for stan--

F 3# dudiuuo-mmwinat least three sites: HNoustom, San Aatonio,
"o, asd in Indisms. — ' ;

3 r
Mi P
Copies of this instrunnt are on file 1n the Office of mluuon‘ \‘ )
-~ 4/. -
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The Secondary Reading Attitudinal Test was given in late sprimg of the -
first project year to four classes per grade level at esch of the secon-
f dary axperimental and control schools (grelles 6, 7, 8) to a total of
*.36 classes in order.to heasure student attituds toward-/regding. A mpre
. detailed narrative of the sdministration end description 6f this
"mtto’wat@odof&iom. )
Tests were scored and means for each school and for each grade level
at each school /were computed on tl’u‘chr‘o subscales and the total
score. Staxt cal comparisoni between the experimental group and
each of tontrol groups were made Uy means of a ‘simple t-test,
add signifi levels were computed. All these statistics appear in

the two tables dttached to this sppendiz. The' following sections discuss
these results. ‘ Lt ' .

*

-

‘ , . - T, S
- EXPERIMENTAL VERSUS \GENERAL gmmgm ¢
- The general aide &ntrol sixth graders (Allan) had a'significantly higher
aftitude toward reeding as by this irstrument than the exparimental )
sixth graders (Martin). There was wo significant difference betwesn Martin -
-z .and Allan sevegth graders or eighth graders. When ths total populations of
' the two schools were compared, no significent difference in attitude toward
roadin;mf:und(mnbloc-l). - :

2
I'
)

. ‘ ~ ;
There was no significant difference in attitude :o'lrd repding betwsen the
. , experimental sixth graders (Mertin) and ‘the no-aide control sixth graders
. avis Heights)., However, the dt¥ference hetween Martin and Fulmore
. . groders was almost significdnt, in favor of the Pulmore students,
and the Fulmore eighth graders did score significently higher than the
Martin eighth graders on this measure. When the total populations of the

. two groups mw (Martin versus Trdvis Beights and Fulmore), the
controlgroup was found to have & significantly higher attitude toward
m‘. . . .

SUMARY l/ s - »
It sppears that, 1y speaking, there was no difference in attitude
toward between the expsrimental and general aide control schools

at the end of the first project year on this messure. B , the no
' side control students scored significaytly higher on the same administra-
4 tion of an attitude towsrd reading instrument than did tl‘o experimentsl B

" studemts. ’ '
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Teble G-2:  Cowp, READTNG TEST s
: BETVERN PROJECT ASSIST AN WO AIDE STUDENYS
__—‘.\._
“TRAL — - .
| __Subscals School dnd érade Mean ] P
. B \‘ -
"t m [ mh ‘ * 1.’6 73 m
Activities |  Travis Beights 6 2,08} 100 ‘
Martin 7 - i 2.58 6 mz'
| Pulmore 7 “2.36 104 R
BTy 2.69 58 .
Pulmore 8 2.7 | 98 -0449
- 6,7,8 2.39 200
Travid Beights 6 end | \2.46 | 302 +6020_
L. U9 m 71‘ c &
After School Martia 6 : 44 -] 73
Activities, | Travie Hetghts 6 34 | 100 | -394
- | Marein 7 3 ] e | e
L—_m 1 ’— %‘ 70 104 —
| Martia s ‘ .22 s8 “or20™
}—Tulwore 8 =33 | 98 . 1
© 1 Martia 6,7.8 3 | 200 e *
Travis Reights ¢ fad 59 | 302 | -0016,
h.l-c.o 7,8 :
.| Before Martia ¢ ot 9 | 7 :
__Travis Reighta 6 77 -] 100 -1340
Activicies R —— )
. Martia 7 38 2]
|_Pulmore _tos | -0163
1 wateta's - LN S YO
- Pulmove 8 - 28 8 i
. Martin 6,7,8 7 a |20 | e
Travis Beights 6 and .12 |+32 - |-
_Pulsore 7,8 L
Total Martia 6 3.38 73
f—Tregle Nasgits ¢ 00 | -%0
Mertis 7 - 3.76 (7] 0821
___Pulmore 7 . 4,37 104 : J‘ﬁ
<
. / Martis 8 3.62 o ,-3*
__Pulneve 8 4,35 | 9 -0
. Martis 6,7,8 3.58 200 o108
Tvavis Beights ¢ and 4.17 302 o
/ S .
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"class.  In the fourth school, class grouping was heterogeneous, and
" was stered i sarly May 1974, on a .post-test-only basis by ’ (

At the three schools where classroom tuchu'l .hiniltcnd the tests,

: mm varisble and .the test administrator varisble. In those ~
. mstbhprobl-mmthtbofomofthwt Yora A of the

report.

[=

The ueondary luding Attitudinal Test (R.A.T.) w phi.nhured to
tmcluuamgrdehnluouhof secondary experimental
and control schools to ¢ total of 36 cl . “In three of the four
schools tested, homogsnsous class grouping by ichievement was the
norm; at ‘each grade level at those three schools the test was ad-

ainistered to one “low” class, ‘two "sverage” classes, andone"high

the test zn sdministered to four tandomly sslected classes. The test

.
R - R SN T e B

classroom” teachers, excspt, onuauin at:hc.fonrthochoolvhucthe
project avaluator administered the mn. -

the tesachers were prepared for this by instructions from the
mjutuahuorth:wghnmtrud uachetoumhcqu

Ahitudly scores in tho fourth school (a ‘no-side control school) .
could have bsen affected becsuse of its uniqueness on both the ciul

schools where homogeneous class grouping was in effect, another

test: wiq alweys given to the "low" class in esch.grade level, snd Form -
‘B was always given to the "high" class. To the extent rhat the items

on Forms A and B are not equivalent, and to the extent that low-- -
achisving and high-achieving 6tudcn£’\ouurmt to the items on

these two forms differently, some intraschool betwsen class compari- &
sons -uht be affected. This lituation, however, if true, would not
affect any interschool comparisons of similar groups.

~
3 s

The {nstrument: is a fore.d-choicc/tut. Form A contains 28 items and "
Form B contains 27 items. In esch form fourteen items contrast a read-
ing activity with a non-reading sctivity, The test is divided into’
three sections: 3wchool activities, aftcr-ochool activities, and before-
bedtime activities. The rationale for the instrument is that the more

" timés & person selects a reading activity over a non-resding activity,

the higher that person's "attitude toward resding” is. The instrument
vas developed by project evaluation staff. The test has not been
standardized as of this writing. MNeither has its validity or reliabil-
ity been determined. Work im this area is planned for the sumper of
1974, Copies of the two forms of {l instrument are attached to this
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- mm.mﬁmm‘..z G \
-~ 1. Muu'ngrtadordouth ~ L !
2. do math or go to reading class?
3\,'00-&«..9:0”-1' . &) ~
8. um.imunm.ﬁmr -
5.'Ul:u.aouryornddmf k,' ' ] Y
6. kcmw:aumcmnf
7. do a science experimeat or resd alose?

8. o math or éo a sciemce experineat?
9\\ “mhumcw y
.10. do a science experimsnt or go to _readiag clase!? -

® . .
‘11, ndtlmot'p:omehn?

o

>

TN THE AFTERNOON AFTER SCROOL, VOULS' YOU MATHERR . .
12. talk to-s friesd.or play a game? . .

13,..'- read a book or read a magasime!? ’ -

L. pung-;x‘u:..mr |
15. llu-tp.-deogudnboott
16, 80 to a park or go to a library?
17. play s game or.l1isten to mesic! . . .. f
id. ghyq‘..;o»‘r'-tch T.V.? o
19. read a book or talk to a friemd? ) -
20. have s smack or 'listen to music? - ..

. ¢ ) S

'(ﬁ.ﬁ:!mc:u)’m




IN THE EVEMING BEFGRE BEDTIME, WOULD YOU RATHER . . .
21. unouuumornuc-.-mi

s 22, u-:.:o-mumkn:upuuz
-+ 23. ulkon:hcphcucrrodabookf [
26, adabootunda“-mhﬂ .
2S. piaiau?orti-damfur
26. read a book or watch T.V.?

s

27. 'ph’ s game o -cch T.V.?
28. 1listen to music or read s book?

.

29, ﬁuhofchfouwtumcmm“:uhyuf

don't really like to read.
a0 differemce whether I read or.mot.
of like to read.
to rtead. .

7

mem,mmy::ohya-m!.uf

Yes

No
Undecided

|
qud'm@riuMnmﬁf
Yes

,;;‘_c’, .

-

>




{GRADE ’ BOY

-~
[}

~mMgAmunmmhmx DO:;
DURING SCHOOL, WOULD YOU MATHER . . . )

1. p’to gy-or"r:ltenoto,ry?

2. resd r'ith a friend or read alone?

. 3. write a story or g t:o repding c!.aio?
‘6. go to ruding-ciuu or go to gy-?'
tead aim or go to gym? ‘
do a science experi-mt or read with a friend?
resd with a friend or go to reading class?
80 to gym or do & science experiment?
do math alone or read alone?

reid'idaafriendoréotogy-?'

-

TN THE AFTERNOON AFTER SCHML, WOULD YOU RATHER . , .~

L

11. watch T.V, or have a snack? .

play a game or re;d & book?
read a book or wetch T.V.?
watch T.V. or talk to a friemd?

- g0 shopping or 2o to & park?
go to a u!ln:ary or go ohapping_f
vatch TV _or— l'iotcn' to music?
talk to a friend or have a snack?

listen to music or talk to s friend?

(Please turn over) '\

113

G~7




page 2 e
_ IN THE EVENING EEFORE BEDTTME, WOULD YOU RATHER . . .

. 20. Tead a magaszine or listen to music?
% ‘._" i I .
- "~ 21. play a game or talk on the phone? &
©° 22, watch T.V. or talk on the phone?
23. listen'to music or reui a -nauine?‘ . e
. 24. resd a book or plcyag-s?“‘ . .
. .25, watch T.V. or licten to music? , i
26. play a gmme or rud s llauine? . .
" 27. 1listen to music or read a box?\ ©oh ) e
musmsm BES'I:DBSQIEWYWFEEL:' -
28. Which of the follﬂing stptements sounds most like you" J-,
. (
I hate to read. 5 ; '
I dom't really like to resd. T : . :
. It makes no di fference vhether I re.d or nqt T
T 1 kind of like to read. _
. 1. Towe to read. , -
29. Would yoqqnndy'&urmmnvy_to buy a paperback book? | ) -
— Yes , ] - .
kA , . .—' - e » ) . ] 'h
. Undecided B SR
* 30, Would you spend your own money to buy a sagasine? .
Yes | ) .
: ¥o o . .
- . Undocid«! ) . : L

- .« . »

3. If you were vuting for a buc by yourulf snd hed g book with you, would -

.- you, resd 1t until the bus came? .
e B
Yes ) . .
{1 %o t Lo - ’
. .Undecided S .
v L '» / ’
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Population:
-
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. .- INTRODUCTION LS .
- ——— . . 'Y /‘\

muumcmcu.cuu. u.o
clpurouoburnninr

ve on the ad-i.nisttation,and desc

iﬁqmt&htm,dmntiﬂ
they use. At tha end of this
tion
b e v
-4"

. 3 four u.,mit-onthcfour
subscales were edbyobmsonns-pomuhrt-tmuncm
“Never Observed? (1) to "Always Observed” (5). mfmip.o.c. nbmlu
., are described byiefly below: ~* »
q -
. ‘ Y
] * 1. Alde Imstructiomal u‘uvuu'- Subscale
. \D These eleven items describe vtr:l.m instructional act:l.vituo in which’
’ /':? instiructional aides might be hlnlud, ..g., dtma students 1n -
AT wrdulmt-costneuru"

.

i.‘

Aide lutmt@‘ Smt_o.lg Subscale «
PO mmu-umm.mmmmm strategies an
‘ alde might use during muutiou, e.8., ui.l questions ctndcnu
‘ Teadily understand.” \
- 3. Alde Now-instructional Activities Subscale

describe the various ways in which
mon-instructionsil capscity, e.8.,

. The twelve items om this subscale
an aide could be employed in a
"mskes displdy materisls.”

- -
LI

L 4

4,
oo Mnu-mthu-acd cntdnotonlyonthqmchton'
. ‘ the tm“ btudcauunu, and dpscribe.the relationships
~ <« . , 'obsarvable ambng these classroom persomnsl, as well. as- observable
- Studemt hnruc in Lutrnctun.
[ ] » ' - L N .‘i
’ ‘,“ ) (‘, \ e
Xy ¢ | 3 L] -
R , Q -~
a-l .1 1\) -
€ . g

L4

clumhviro-ut&b'iuh . — : S




i’ha&iu’muw:u}m,thfo(
. also available !’?Mvuulunuthl.o.c..

- Where the aide was observed '
mofclﬂdt-aﬂkmﬂth

'Pcdnt of time aide worked on imstructiomal tasks -

Percent of time aide worllad on mon-imstructional tasks
Pmtoftinammurulh.tuh . T
mofdulu‘iutnetmuthchm' . .

"There ate additu-al A.0.G. items ﬂich'mcthmuty of materials
prunththmudmirmbyum. aides, teschers.

*

\-

-

- DATA AMALYSIS - e '

Several eoqar:lsons wvere poosible on’any of the aforementioned subscales
-and iten . ,

»
»
v

Between Project Aas:l.sr. schools (ﬂetz, Pa'and Martin) and genetal
aide control schools (Brooke, Ortega, and Allan).

«

-

Betwesn secondary éxperimental C!artin) and secondaty genetal aide
coutrol (Allan) schools. .

Between ele-entarf experimtal (Metz and Pall) and . eledeutary general
aide control (Broohe and Ortm) acliools. ™

meaeco-parumweteude, asvellasothersnller—scalecowamons
vhuh were mggested by thqdata. - \ 3

% - . )
“le t-test wvas usgd for comparing the two groupa. Hh::;amsing the
e ¢

ficance of differences among several groups, F-tests ed.’
Ouly mesns, N's, and probability levels are ‘included in the .following-
tables. Bovevet, other central tendency measures are mﬂable om
8D Office of Enluntion.
, . - A .
Ruults of ‘analyses are s m,m tables attached to this '
appendix and in the following - sion.

EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOLS AND ELEMENTARY GENERAL

The Projec sist aides in the elementary experimental scheools were
rated signif antly higher as a ‘group than the afles ia sgeneral aide con-.
trol schools two A.0.G. subscales: Instructional Aetiyities' and
Aide Instruct 1 Strategies (dee Tablé H-1)., This means that elemen-
tary Projéct Assist aides as & group were: involved int\)g“fic tly more
instructional activities and used significantly more ins tho stra- .
tegies ;h- did the gene?dT clgurou ‘aides at Brookg and Ortega ‘as a_ S

‘rm‘-— . . «”




N . - o

i . = . . i r
..,+ It is.of interest that Metz and Drooke did not differ significsntly on
© 2 % these two scales, » HNor did they differ on the percent of time
s \ aides spent on tryttional and non-ma'netionnl tasks (see Table H-2),
£xcept for a hi rated.classroom environment, Brooke was no different
from an exper school on the process criteria as measured by the
Qide Observation . : ) ¢
. There was n‘o ‘oignificant difference observed between ‘rrojecc Assist afdes
‘ and 1 classroom aides on\the Aide Non-instructionsl Activities

.

Subscale (isee Table H-1). This implies that as a’ Pro-
. Ject Assist aides spent as much tiske in won-instn nal actigities <
throughout the day as did the gemeral classrodm > the

. Project Assist 'aides were involved in significantly.more tional = “~—
T Tactivitils. ! v '
-

On the Classroom Enviromment Subscale, however, the genéral aide coptrol
J scliools {Brooke and Ortega) rated significenfly higher than did the Pro-
. Ject Assist experimental schaols (Metz and Palm) (see Table H-1). Addi-
" tional apalyses were conducted to further examine this difference. The
Classroom Environment Subscale contains ratings on the observability of

. the following five items: : . . .

Mutual respect among students.. )

" N o Mutual respect between teacher and aide.

’ respect betwsen aide and students,

- ) respect between teacher and students. -
"8 interest ip instruction. - ) ’

Comparisons between the Project Assist schools and general aide schools on
. each of these items revealed significant differences in favor of the con-
. trol schools on three items: mitual respect, among students, msutual
~ respect between teacher and aide, mutusl respect betwpen teacher and
students (see Table H-1). It appears fram these observatfons that the
above three qualities are significantly higher at Brooke and Ortega than -
at Metz and Palm, It is probably not opriate at this point to discuss
. the factors contributing to this clas enviromment difference. It is
f ° ' not certain whether this difference 1§ a function of some other variable(s)
than Project Assist, However, this difference in ¢lasstoom enviromment
should be remembered when examining the data relating ko outcome objectives
for these two groups. .o -

( ' Another significant difference found between the two groups of elementary
schools involved the ntmber of adults instructing in the classroom. -Brooke
and Ortega averaged'0.37 more adults instructing per classroom than was . °
‘found at Metz and Palm (see Table H-1). .When one looks at the school ) 7’
‘ averages on this item (Table H-9), one finds that Brooke (a general aide
control school) had an average of 11,29 more adults fnstructing in class-
rooms st any given time of the.day than did the Project Assist schools as
& group. Ortega (the other control school) had an average of 2.78 more
adults jnstructing in the classroom at any given time than did the Project
Assist schools. This diffetence is undoubtedly due to two University of
Texas-based reading projects operating at Brooke and Ortega. The project -
/ _ , . 1 ] &
‘e . . ' =r
. — . B3 Ju




‘at Brooke was headed by Dr. Frank Guszak and provided as many as 80 part- l
time University of Texas students per semester to tutor and otherwise .
mmcm.mwm.mmwmxrmm I
trai.nina program for undergraduate students at Ortega which involved .,
fewer .students vho worked less exténsively in the classroom than did ) *]

the ﬁniveri ltudenu °in the Brooke program. HNeither of these two S
ptosrﬁsm m/_a%g::ceattheti.of;hed«lsnationof!rookemd -
Ortega as contrél ls, wor was it anticipated that the two progrsms ;
would be placed there. . ) . : b g
be placed there. . . _
When the two experisiental and control groups were compared on the preoence f; )
and use of educational materials in their cluarpo-t (see Table H-3), the -
.following signiﬁcant di.ffemces were found :

. Signiﬁcantly more mdiovisual equipnt and materidls vetq present in
exper imental clanrou’ . .

. Significantly more instructiohal aids like fluhcards, reading games, j
puzzles, teacher and aide-made ina:mctioul materials vere ptesent .
in experimental classrooms. '

é&ficmly more student stories and boio vete uoed by students \ ‘

aides in experimentsl classroc-l
. Signiﬁcantly more studeat qrt vas uaed by teachers in experimental
-, Classrooms. .

mumorﬁwmmmmo&mm ARY GENER&L AIDE
CONTROL SCHOOL

-~

=

Martin wag rated signifi.cantly higher than AlYan on all four A.0.G. sub-
scales beyond the .001 Level of probability (see. Table H-4). This means

that the Martin aides were involved in significantly more instructional

" activities, used significantly mor® mstructional strategies, and performed
- significantly fewer nen-instructional sctivities than did the aides at

Allan Junior High. 1In addition, the classroom enviromments in which Martin
aides vorked were rated s icantly higher than were the classroom environ-
pents in vhich Allan aides ked (see Table H-4). ¢

Observations also fevealed a significant difference in favor of Martin for
percent of time aldes spent on imstructional tasks and for percent of time -
aides spent on resding activities. Allan aides spent a significantly

gruter amount of time .on non-mctuctional tasks .(see’ le l-b).

COMPARISON OF ALL EXPERTMENTAL WITH CONTROL

The aides in the experimental and control schools did not diffet cignifi-
-cantly on the mumber of childrem they worked with (see Table H-5). The

two groups did differ aigniﬁcantly in /imr of the experimental group .
on: (1) percemt of ‘time aides spent on instructional tasks, and (2) percent
of time aide spent on reading activitiess The control groupr aides rated
signiﬁcantly Bigher on percent of time aide spent on #on-instructional tasks.



N

c;:rrelpondtng differences were found on the A.0.G. subséales. Project’,

- Assist aides were rated significantly higher on the Aide Instructional

Activitips Subscale and on the Aide Instructiomal Strategiss

Control generul- aides were rated significantly higher on the truc-
tional Activities Subscale. When comparing qa_Ll the class-
ooms and all the gemeral aidg contrel classtooms in which observations

) em,mtemmdﬁfmfomdhmmmmaohm

Classroom Environment Subscale. - :

When using both secondary and elementary schools forthew,
there was no difference on mmber of adilts instructing in the class- .
rooms between the experimental and centrol groups.,

.Vhen the two groups ofaideunrecmpq@onvhe—re they wére working
M&eoburutmoeeur_rpd (see Graph B-6)., the experimental aides
wvere found to work: . ) . . , , Ol
& ? i R

- moTe in classrooms than did control aides. .
+. moTe in reading labs than did cotitrol aides.

.lessmv'oxhbmtl;ndiddut-'f;l:ddea. °

. 1ess in offices than did control aides,

- more in hallways (tutoring) than did control aides - ‘

)

School percentages for this measure are‘ ‘!&,md in Table, H-7,

. . 1
When Martin, Metz, and Palm were compared vith each otler o A.0.G, Sub-

i : .~

scale ratings, no difference among the three exper
found on any of them (see Table H-8). *

schogQls was

o

Program and school personnel
and group means for each of

mty be interested in reviewing the school
the items on the A.0.G. Thds infomeiog

is found in Table H-9,. ths last ub}.e in this appendix.
-

- =

-~ ‘o
,
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[
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Table H-1: %msw OF ELEMENTARY EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOLS (METZ AND PALM
GEMERAL AIDE CONTROL SCHOOLS (BROOKE AND ORTEGA) AIDE

IVITIES SURTOTAL

‘| 16.1176

14.4151

1DZ INSTRUETIONAL
TRATEGIES SUBRTOTAL

25.9200

22.4340

IDE NON-INSTRUCTIONAL
CTIVIIIES TOTAL

Metz and Palm

13,5998

Brooke and Ortega

14,2453

Etudent-student
espect

Metz and Palm

Brooke and Ortega

eacher-gide ¥
espect i

Metz and Pala

Brooke and Ortega

ide-student"
" _jrespect

Metz and Palm
Brooke ' and

eacher-student
espect

Metz and Palm

—

51

Brooke and Ortegas-

48

tudent Ipterest

-

Metz and Paim

51

Brooke and Ortegd

51

JASSROOM ENVIRONMENT
YTAL h

Metz and Palm

51. °

Brooke and Ortega

48

¢ of adults

Metz and Palm

48

Broolwg and Ortega

49

by .

" ** Capital letters

¢Ttenms.

1

instruct ing' in clauroml
. -

Mean = average scoce on an item ,

¢

4

!

fei to subscales, and smaller leuéxs;"r

2§ = pumber of ohservations done 1in those achools

3F‘robabili y level:' anything below ,05-1s considered here to be significant
beyond the redlms of chance.

. level of .05 wmeans the odds are only 5 chances out of 120

M that an observed differenge is due to chance alone. '

n the two groups 4s statistically significant.

ot

P

efer to individual

Fo: example, a,probability

!

4
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, Table B-2: oom\usol oF BROCKE AW METZ ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS OM vuuous
N AND SUBSCALES OF THE AIDE OASERVATION GUIDE
., 1IENS AND SUBSCALES OF THE ATDE OBSERVATION GUIDE
; N~ N '
1 PRORAR I LTV
Itew/SUBSCALE Caovp MEAN | usvzx."t
.’ N ot IS
{ Wmber of children Brooke 6.5200 23 573
side worked with Metz 5.4286 21 .
Pegzcent of time atde B 25 - .915
spent.on instructionsl | Metz - 58.8571 21
tasks - T - v
| Percent of time aide _Brooke 36,7200 25 |
‘| speat om non-iqotruc- Metz 41.1429 21 - 760
tlom{ tasks .
- N Fad
Per of time alde [ Brg 55,3200 25 " F -
spent reading / Metz ' 58,1905 | 21 .k B33
| instructionsl tasks - : B : ‘
ATDE IISTIU:;;::AL Brooke 15,4167 24
ACTIVITIES Metz 15.5714 21 -888
AIDE INSTRUCTIOMAL Brooke 1 24
STRATECIES TOTAL etz 2453333 [. .21 - -944
' AIDE WON-INSTRUCTIONAL | Brooke 291 2%
ACTIVITIES TOTAL T etz 13.8571 »n -316
CLASSROOM ENVIROMMENT. | prooke 18,5652 | 23 -,
TOTAL ., . Metz 15.2381 21 - 000
S, .

. Zu -

)

1Mean = gverage sc.re on an item or a subscale

3prob.51u:y Level % anything Below .050 1is coms
beyond the realm of chance.

o level of .050 means the odds
. 100 that an observed differe

¢ The smaller the probability level (.

number of observations done in those schools

the more sure you may be that

= {indeed s

is due to

idered here to be significant’ - (
For exa.ple, a probability
e only 5 chances out of
chance ‘aloune,
040, .010, .001, etc.)

served difference 13

real difference snd not just a fluke o

* The dtffet?enu between the two groupg {s statistically significant.

a715¢

hince,




_ment snd msteripls

14. Audiovisusl equip- |-

‘.
N.S.

2. Resding materials

i

*

materials

3. Other imstructiomal |

ns. .

4. Resdisg Machines

ns.

»

n.8.

5. Lesraing Centers

B.8. |

‘6. . Studeat stories

td

and books N8 | “Exp. *Exp. N.S.
’ V -
7. - Student art %.8. ‘N.8. x.S. “Exp.
. f " |

P

l:p = The diffcrcncc between thoﬁ;lo groups was statistically sig-°
nific-nt in favog‘lf Ptojoct Assist Classrooms.

rv~ -
‘ -os.
~ two groups .

Thers was no .tatistlcally ci.niflcant diffcrcace between the
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Table B-4: ¥ SECOMDARY SCHOOL .
ON AIDE OBSERY, GUIDE SUBSCALES - T .6 _

o«

[

-
.

Item/SUBSCALE

Percent of time aide
spent on instiuc-
tiomal tasks.

 Percent of time

‘| aide spemt om . _
oon-instructional
tasks.

Petcent of time
aide spent oa

readipg related
m. .

AIDE INSTRUCTIORAL ' - 25
ACTIVITIES 12.8485 33
SUBTOTAL - :

25.6000 | 25
13,9091 | 33

12.9600 25
15.0000 33

16.7200 25
12. 5000 30

[}
+

* - The differences between ;hn two groups is statistically

significant. .

I3
. - .
.
- .ol

.
3
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[ 4

[ AIDE
‘| STRATEGIES

ACTIVITIES SUBTOTAL
OMAL

AIDE NON-INSTROCT- -
IONAL ACTIVITIES

Student-stwdent
respect
respect .

ol ZXPERIMENTAL, 14
aide worked with COMTROL 4,3708 .| 89 .135.
'P.::n::fn':::; :“‘ EXPERIMENTAL] 73.6133 | 75 .00d *
- CONTROL .5169 89 :
ional .tasks. - I 4.31
Percent of time aide ‘Mﬁ,m7 75 .000 *
spent on non-instruct- 89 A
L . COMTIROL I 57.9888 i
Parcent of time aide | EXPERIMENTAL|75.3200 [ 75 .000
|| spent on reading: CONTROL 1 | 34:3708 1 89
activities . :
L&mm; 6

Aide-student
respect

Tescher-student
| Tegpect |

* Student interest

CLASSROOM ENVIRON- J'

* The difference be

-

/

~

13

MENT TQTAL
Mumber of adults EXPERIMENTAL! 2.1948 . 73 - .970
instructing __1 CONTROL _2,1857 70

‘t'o groupe is statistically tigniﬁcant.
! M - - T



| . AND oN VATION GUIDE ITEM :
. _ . "WIERE DID YOU OBSERVE THE ﬁr' -

r »
v .
; ’ ) e .
R . 80- ./ ) '
F 0 - é EXPERIMENTAL ]
- > |  scmwooLs
; 9 . 70- ~ d/ :
© &

: ° >

g L]
. > 60- B - CONTROL
g _ . - SCHOOLS . |

== . ' 1
t ‘28 s [ , |
| - §§ . '
} 23
K 2 40- . | ‘
; :E ' ©

)
[ - Z o 30- b¥ .
i - - .
Er 5.{‘ ‘ ; ..///j\\ .
i. za.o BH = - -‘n\\)‘
] m » L] R Y Y .
| » 8 . 2 o e ~ )
Eé g' 0. ~ L )
{ %38 10- " 1 < t o v
| : ’ . . o e
| & < a o e 7T I
| id ) © oo .
k o -
| 'y Classroom Reading Workroom Office Hallwvay Between Other
l Lab co . , CLasses
E 3 . . - ¢

LOCATION IN WHICH AIDE WAS OBSERVED
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‘TABLE H-8:  COMPARISON OF ALL EXPERIMPNTAL SCHOOLS (MARTIN, )

. METZ, AND PAIM) ON ALL AIDE OBSERVATION GUIDE SUBSCALES )

D ' . [ mrosasmLITY" |

Lr\suusuu.v. LEVEL P

ALDE INSTRUCTIONAL | MARTIN [17.3600 | 25

ACTIVITIES © | METZ - |15.5714 21| 1.4282 «2451 -

SUBTOTAL PALM 16.5000 | 30 . ,

AIDE INSTRUCTIORAL . | MARTIN | 25.6000 25
]| sTraTBGIC .Eng 24,3333 | 21| .9779 | " .3828
sx% P 27.0690 29
| Aok mow-1nsTRUCT- | MaRTIN' | 12.9600 | 25

IONAL ACTIVITIES METZ 13.8571 }.21] 1.6130 .2046

TOTAL PALM 13.2667 | 30

CLASSROOM ENVIRON- | MAKTIN | 1s.7200 | 25

MENT METZ 15.2381 21| 2.0159 .1385

TOTAL PALM 16. 5000 30
e

Al -» - ‘
There were no significant differences -ong the- above three groups
on any of the A.0.G. subscales. T v '
" a
. -




-b.: of euur- atde nrud with during cbeervation: oA

PALN 4.55 METZ 543 nnﬁr").zs . EXPERIMENTAL 5:676
BROOKE 6.52..  ORTEGA 5.06 - - ALLAW - 2.26  cosmmot, §.3m

' Mc.ugo of time aucsorudo- h-ttuetiunl mko .
PALM 76.45  METZ . 58.86  MARTIN 82. n " EXPERIMENTAL - 73.613 '
mso.u'zoumuza_ ALLAN 24.17 . CONTROL 41.517 ",

_ ‘Percentags of time mmgmcm tasks:

PALM  23.55 IMETZ 4116 . MARTIN 15.96 mm-w.
BAOOKE 36.72. OKTSGA 53.72 - ALLAN 7671 COWTROL

§

" Percentage of time aide worked u’roﬁding-rghgd_ml;_.: I

PALM 75.28  METZ 58.19- MARTIN £9,76  EXPERDMDNTAL
BROOKE 55.32  ORTEGA 30.59 _ ALLAN -22.54  CONTROL
AIDE INSTRUCYIONAL ACTIVITIES

7z

Records studeat ru.u.a' progress:

Never 1' 2 3 .4 5 _ Always )

Observed e : Obsegved . . : > -
PALX 1.3 METZ 1,00  MARTIN. 1.04 EXPERIMENTAL 1.066
BOOKE 1.7 ORTEGA 1.00 ALLA 109  cowrmot 1.140

uiu or takes ucntun from muz d

“.

Never * 1 2 3 . 4 S nny- o
Observed Observed
1.00 °
1 .

1.30
1.00 .00

N
BROOKE




e
s

- 2

Um phonic‘u aad structural mlym,
‘lcvct '. t 2 3 %

3

Oburveq : ‘ ' . '_ -

PALY ©2.03 METZ . 1.85 1.80 EXPERDMENTAL 1.907
BROOCE 1.25 ORTEGA 1.2¢ N, 1.06 cowrsor  1.174

Listeu to atudent. read:

Never 1 2 >3 .45

,(butve( U RO )
C1.77 METZ 1.48

ﬁ uoo:z 1.9  ORTEGA 1.41

w 31. Helps -mz- in iiung activitiu.

3 4 5 Ay
. Cbsexrved

1.38 - MARTIN
1.38  ALLAN

LB .
5 Always

% Obsepved

1o 9*,un1'n
1. ALLAN

PALM 1.30. .
.BROGKE 1 08«;

Scpérv:l.m students working indcpud::\é‘i

1’2.3»6 5. -Always
Observed

Tz
ORTEGA
. Y 4
37 4
METZ
ORXTEGA

-

L2 OBz 1,95
BAOOKE 1.71 YORTEGA 1.48

Uses mppl.nury materials in instruction:

Never 127 3 4 5  Always

&

PALM  1.77 2 362 MARTIN
“BROOKE 1.42  QRTEGA -1.34  ALLAN

R Y




. Iable Hgd contd..

S 41. Cives directions? ) =
" < PAM 2,47 TMETZ | 2,007 MARTIN 2.20
B . BROOKE 2,00 - m433,—uw 1.48
. -

. ’ 42. Operates ruding nch:lnu _’

e . - i -

' - PALX & 1.00 METZ . 1.14  MARTIN 1.83 °
, ' mon 1.00 ., onrm 1.00  ALLAN. “1.36

i bi Drﬂlt ltudcutl in word and seatence ltrucmru

QALY .. 1.21 ETZ  1.09 "!un'n,l.ze'

,\_/ . BROOKE 1.2l ORTEGA 1.07  ALLAN 1,03

O " = . PALM 16.50 METZ 15.57 .- MARTIN 17.36

BROOKE 1S5.42 ORTEGA 13.59 - ALLAX 12,85

|
: . [f .
| . 44. Suecessfully handles. student behavior problemss

L - . : -
| PAN  2.17  METZ 214 MARTIN 2.56
BROOKE 2.52 ORTEGA 2.26  ALLAN 1.54

, .., 4
Gives pocitivc uinfotcunt of ltndcnt effortp'

mﬂ. 16.526

CONTROL

13 814

.- 2:50. EXPERIMENTAL 2.757
o - 1,33 CONTROL , * 1.95%
| ) : .
- 3.09 MARTIN 3,28  EXPERIMENTAL: 3.227
SEAC '1.85: qounm. - 2.500 °
- Y Attqc to imln all ltudqu 1a luniu activitiu’ ‘ '_
% o~ paM - 341 MEZ .2.80 WRTIE 3.00 - EXPERDGRRAL’ 3.100
S _ BROOKE 2.83 ' ORTEGA 2.59  ALLAN 1.8  CONTROL 2.233
. T . i - L J ?“I ]
- 48. Uses appropriste movement strategidad I * .
' PALN.  3.21 METZ  2.81° WARTINy 3.08 . EXPEADMENTAL 3.053
BROOKE 2.79  ORTEGA  2.59 s/ 1.1y .,coumv/- 2.314
. R 4
L 4 : - -y s > v * " ..
N * 163 e ',\
- B-16 - 2 e s
= . ) . 4 . » '

[ ] / .
EXPERDMENTAL  2.250 .
CONTROL . 1. 744

| EXPERIMENTAL 1,307
CONTROL 1.140
" EXPERIMENTAL 1.200
CONTROL 1.093

- T,



Table H-9 contd,
ﬁ__

‘.

dg to .tulut quutiou and requests: '

‘5 ©» PAM 191 e 12,95  MARTIN 3.16 " EXPERIMENTAL 3.160

wou 2.87 ORTEGA 2.62  ALLAN ., 1.82° COWTROL

2.384

" 50. Promotes wnt lurung by referring student with question to

hil materials: . .

- ‘BROOKE 2.96  ORTEGA 2.28  ALLAN ,1.58 - CONTROL
51. . Asks qmtion& students i’ndily understand .

* PALM 3.07 mEx2Z 2.71 MARTIN 3.36 EXPERIMENTAL 3.067

PALM /2486 METZ 2,48 MARTIN 2.72  EXPERDMNTAL 2.707

= BEDOKE 2,42  ORTEGA 1.96  ALLAN 1.3 _CONTROL 1.847
- 52, u.dc‘;‘ctl ltu.dcnu to suswer her quut\i:u . ,
'PALM MEYZ + - MARTIN, * 'wm. 2.627
- BROOKE # ORTEGA * ALLAN * ¢ - 1.872
PALM 27,07 MET2 24.33  MARTIN 25.60 . EXPERIMENTAL 25.813
, BROOKE 24.17 . .ORTEGA 21,00 , ALLAN 13.91  CONTROL 19.163 -
: v, - .
. © AIDE BEHAVIORS
’ .2 A . N
53. Crades student papers:’ :
. ~ .' . . ‘
PALM 1,00 METZ 1.09 MARTIN 1.4 ExXPERDENTAL 1.171
BROOKE 1.21  ORTEGA 1.28 ALLAN 1.76 CONTROL 1.442
/ N : ’ '
Sb ]ﬁu instructional -m—u}. .ol : -
- g." .‘ C PALM 1,30 METZ - 1.52 MAKTIN 1.24 _ EXPERDMENYAL 1.342
- BROOKE ‘1.25 “ORTEGA 1.43 ALLAN 1.15 ~ CONTROL 1.2711
“. 55. Makes display -::fn_: T o . )
L - e 107 ez 104 ¥ 1.08. EXPERTMENTAL 4.092
. .o, BROOKE 1.08, ORTEGA 1.34 1.37  cowrROL . 1.282
. . ’ . - . . Y . - -s
56.% students u‘: ton-imstructional cspacity: ' . - P ‘
e » "y .PALM 140 MERZ ' 1.48  MARTIN 1.00 . EXPERIMDNTAL 1.289
. Y .BROOKE 1.42 ORTEGA 1.59 ~ ALLAN 1.39  CONTROL 1.43\5
T L v s e . . : ‘. ‘
57. Cleans classyoom: - - " -
'. . ” 2 . -. i ) -
e h) PALX  1.03 METZ  1.09 . “MARTIN 1.00 . ‘EXPERIMENTAL ' 1.039
. BROOKE 1.00- ORTEGA - 1,03 ALLAN 1.00- COWTROL 1,012
L4 , ¢ . Y " ’ /\’ v R /: ' -
* © % DATA NOT AVAILABLE AT PRESS THEE. ., ’
->-' .l . N . ' ‘ ., 115‘& o
L - .. B- .. ) :
JERIC S A
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Table H-9 contd. . _ ;
L ? -
S . " " “f"- * ) ’ )
8. Douothtdumchﬂul@tm )
oW Ll él.w " MARTIN 1.0  KXPERDMNTAL 1.132
: 1. 1o\u.ut ‘1.58  “cowrsior, . 1,302
59. Delivers m.ud-mhhc - “ +» =
© O BPAM 1.03 © METZ 1.9  WARTIN 1.04 - EXPERIMENTAL 1.079
s v BROOKE 1.04 . ORTECA 1.07 - ALLAN 1.15  CONTROL 1.093
- 60 Duplicates materials: e ' -
. -_;nul 1.00 - METZ . 1.09 -MARTIN 1.00 EXPERDMENTAL 1.026
T BROOKE 1.00 o:rm 1.03°  ALIAN 10«.\\cuum 1176
_ﬁ mmcm ' ) ) ‘ o ) ]
PALM I.13° METZ  1.05_ MARTIN 1.00 = EXPERDMDITAL 1.066 °
BROOKE 1.04 olr' 1.10 7 amaw  1.00 cowrmor - 1.047
62 Prqanschscroo-fu instruction: ’ " : .
PALM 1.1 MEYZ  1.05 MARTIN 1.00 KXPERDGEWTAL 1053
© BAOGKE 1.08 ORTEGA 1.10 ALLAN 1.12 oowrmot -~  1.105
63. VWorking in office: E . .
’ S . C. . .
‘PALM  1.00 METZ 5 1.00 MARTIN 1.00 mnnélw. 1.000
- BROOKE 1.00 ORTEGA 1.00  ALLAN .- 1.1Z ° CONTROL 1.047
64. IDLE: " o e
rd . i ) - « . .
PALM ° 1.00 METZ 1.00 MARTEN 1,04 [EXPERDEWTAL 3.013
-BROOKE 1.00 -ORTEGA 1.00 ALLAN -1.088 cowmmor ~ 1.023
- ' - ' R * -
PALN 13.27 METZ- 'ngg hﬁ 12.96 mn&(.u. 13.329
BROOKE 13.29  ORTEGA 1 15.00  CONTROL 14.535
, . .. . . e e ‘.




Mutual respect betveen aide. and -tulu.:u:‘

PALM - 3, Tz 3.29  MARTIN
BROOKE 3.78 . ORYEGA 3.48  ALLAN

vt

Mutual respect betweea tescher and ctndnto‘:
- . .
PALM = 3.07 METZz 2.85 wARTIN

BROOKE 3.78 ?\m 3752 LALLAN

6. sld!nt interest in t&q:timz -

PALM  3.30 MEYZ  2.95 MARTIN 3.00 |
BROOKE 3.77 . ORTECA 2.96 ALLAN 2.23

v

L]

. PALM  16.50 . METZ 15.2% ° 16.72  EXPERDMENTAL 16.224
/. BROOKE 18.56  ORTEGA 16.88 12.50  CONTNOL 15.692

- o g

'70." Musber of adults instructing in classroom: . @ o -
PALM 2,00 METZ  1.83 MARTIN 2.68  EXPERIMENTAL 2.192
BROOKE 2.56  ,ORTEGA 2.08  ALLAN 1.90  CONTROL 2.186 °

L ]
b
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studies that have shown the effectivensss of obeervation. For cxsmple,

is s psper presented st the somual mesting of the Americaa Rducatiomal
Kesesrch Associstion last yesr, A. J. Palmo (1973) showed thet sa obser-
nmmwmumuu-’u.am: filled
out by teschers did not. A The same yesr Charters amd Jones (1973) rsport
that oaly the use of classroom observations revealed that the "experimental”
- sad "comtrol” stgffs at diffdaat schools were mot really different at all.
.htmtmﬁofmmﬂﬁﬁ:dw'bynduym ¥
Ben M. Narris' and Kemseth K. MeIatyrs's Comprehensive Observation Guide
(1964). In the first semester the evaluatiom staff met frequently with

. changes. These revisions eveatsally resulted in s satisfactory instrument
. imcluding & time 'line of aides’' and teschers' activities, a checklist of
tesching sateriala sad their use, and several 1-5,Likert scales rating
m.ptmm.guon ties. However, ‘these revisions also

§
-

1] . L > »
- 0 PO Y . v . - -
~ . . .




different pul:[ninry h.tr-.u

semester observatiom data
for formative feedback. Oml
amalyzed amd 1is reported ia
, Strumeat was attempted. The
attached to this appendix.
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» unanalyzsble as a whole.

was wsed mometheless by the project coordinstor

_ythodnupthtdneodn-iomom
this document. No staadsrdization of the in-
final instrument used second semester is
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5.

Nusber of children Aide worked with during- observation '

Percentage of time
. e
Percentage of time

Percentage of time

Ceneral Comsfents:

fe—iee___SchO1 __ -
Bate
g —— e e e —
S 1 _
4
_ " Classroom Reading Lab ~ Workroom
__' = Hallvay Office Between clat;sgs

B

Aide worked on inatmctiml tasks
Afde worked on non-instructional tasks

V]
Aide worked on reading-related tas

. ‘a *
D ————— e —
.
- -
. : .
- - .
.

S
*’.’E:‘f‘.::
[§
<
L] \"
‘
» / ‘
/ . ¢
/. ®
/ o~ -
-/ ’/'
/‘ /’
g,\/, \
st s
, T
.- - . .
-~ -9

’
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On thi Foflwing Page make a time 1~1ne.’ by driving hor{zontal arl:r-»;as io the
ich correspondpto the activities with which the aide and teacher work.
Also record the number of students the aide and teacher work with throughout the

observation period. Any oumber in-parentheses ( ) defines students who worked
"~ with the afide or teacher previously during this odbservation period.
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[ lieadiness concepts — .
_ .Mord attack skills $# S S
o Vocabulary | [ ..' i . ]
, Spelling 1. -..d___.Jr_--___ g .
v , .-'.Q.Qo;rz.e_he.esign_ﬁki.l.li_-__--_..ﬁ.. ' S IR ]
* | Oral reading | 4 S .Y DU SR
.--i.rzd.vne.ndnt. re.adi.u_- I I S, AU
|oMrittng .4 i ] ) 1
o ) [ * N 1777 *
|7 Edieing T R ) N T
iJ_P_i..ctation £ ] 1 ﬁr-;--__.- /' _
¥___ Dictionary skills. : : !
E-___Lj&_sk‘ills ' . : ! . .
,

. .Testing (=~~~ D2 U .- SN AU S ]
.Supervision |~ . —
) - . N * 3 N L
ﬁ - T T s - ——— _—— N — . .- : :_—""
r.c.l.f?".cﬁ AR .
FOCIAL STUDIES 1 ] ] - S
- m ¢ §
(= S— B Y I
rou-mswuc-rwm. ' 'h
... Lesson’planatng _ | . _-L_.__-___._L,.___-_‘_#.--_
J..Clerical dutjes | | - S S R S
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;.. Supervision of students ! . - e
u......".a.k.‘.n& _-_a.:_e_r_ga__ls - c—— -_ -—f - .4}_- —_—]
— _1‘ ——— — -—
Z — \/_J -’f . ' |




M "zlo .

Q

Used by

Stodents (f) i

4
. kw

16 & 8 mm projector

Hhtﬁp projector

Record player and records

Tilme (16-_6&:’..:5)

" 13,

Slides - ©

14.

Fimstrips

15.

Television .

16.

Stwdent workbooks e

.-

17.

3 —

19.

Duphyod ?;pll-\-do materials

Learning centexs = !

Tlash cards
0

22.

Teacher or aide-made
instructional materials

23.

Cames and puzzles .

.

Reading machines (H’Il.., Bof fman)

25.

l.ibnry books

26.

lh.uinn-ulmn

27,

28

h‘!m -luﬂ;us

Studeat stories and books

29.

Tests

o

Snulentm .

~%

——materigly

32

31.. “Vordlists and othe’r I

L5}




- Peged- 4

%

) é!!gzijSTthtIOIAi BEHAVIORS:

4 - ——
.

" Alde iastructional sctivities:
Alde ructic ctivities

Records student reading progress
Edits or takes dictatién from students

Uses phonetic and/or structural
analysis '
Listens to students read

Helps students in writing activities
Reads to students

'Superviseo students vorking
independently .

Uses supplementary materials 4n 7
instruction

Cives directions

4 -

Opeta'ta.s -reading machines

»

Drills students in context analysis
and/or comprehension }




Adde iutmtiml strategies:

Page 5

Tved

®
44. Successfully handles student behavior - Never 1 2 3
/ problems Observed .
45. Cives positive reinforcement of student Never 1 2 3 5 Alvays
: efforts . Observed " Observed -
. 46. Shous willingness to listen to students Never k2 3 *5 Always
.- - : o Observed Observed
47. Attemps to involve all studcnu in learning Never 1 2 "3 3 Always-
activities Observed -Observed
48. Uses a?proprute movement strategies - Never 1 2 3 5 AEvays
R . - Observed Obuved
/o
49, Responds to student quéstions and requests Never 1 2 3 5 Always
promptly _ Observed Observed
50. Pro-otes independent learning by referring Never 1 2 3 5 Alwvays
student with question to his uterials ' Observed served
51. Asks quesyum, students readily understand Never 1 2 3 S Alvays
& . : Observed 4 Observed
52, Gets students to answer her tiuestious " Never 1 2 3 5 Always
) : .- " _%served Observed
. . SUB TOTAL
v _ TOTAL )
- . . —
N
i , ‘
.- ;v -
) "N S .
. I7: . « L
- ’ L J
F 2 .
R o B-26 )
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ALDE lO!:INSTIDCTIOIAL_BEHAVIORS: .

53.

54.

35.

-

56.

57.

" Does other classroom clerical

'dxkﬂina between claa;es

‘Grades student papers

Makes instructional -ateriils

-

Makes display materials

capacity

«

' Cleans classroom . -

j
duties 1

Delivers messages and -atériall

Duplicates materials:

<
-

62. Prepares‘hllssroon fir instrue
63?*Lﬂork1ng in offjice ‘
" 64. IDLE
COMMENTS:
y
"

Supervises students non-inst?ﬁctiouil

Y
1 2
Kever 1 2
Observed
Never 1 2
Observed
Never ' *1 2
Observed ‘_“J/é?
L ,
Never .1 2
.Observed
Nevere 1 2
Observed
Never 1 2
Observed
Never 1 2
Observed
Bevet 1 2

N

.
Y

5

5

5

Alvays
Observed

Af&ays i
Observed |

] Alvays

. Observed

5
5

5

.S
5

5

5

3

Alwvays
Observed

Always‘

~ Observed

Alvays
Observed
L4

Alwvays
Observed

" Always
Observed

_ Alwvays
Obgerved -

Alvays
Observed

Alvays
Observed

, Always -
Observed -

er 42
erv ’
Py T -
er 1. 2
served
. L
? d ‘ )
~
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5 q ¥ i ) ' ) - /~
- - R 4 Page 7 -
-y b . *
CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT: . : - - T
Ag o’ - ‘.r ~ .

5. Mutual respect among students N +  Rever 1 23 4 5 Alvays
: .o ‘ - © ' Observed © .. ° ‘Observed -

~
-

66. Mutual fequ;t betweén teacher and aide Never 123%.5 Alvays
: - .. o Observed * . Observed

. 67. Mutual respect 'betveen-/aiile and students ~“T—Jiever 1234 5 Alvays'
i o ' Observed o Observed
'68_.‘ Mutusl re!:pcct between teacher and students Never. 1 2 3° & S Always ‘
3 . - Observed - ‘ ‘Observed

69. Stydent interest in.instruction Never ‘1 2 3 &5 Alvays
: v SR ‘ Observed T Observed

- L -
° -~
.
. ‘s . . TOTAL
. ~ . - -

Ey

70, Merofadultsiu%tuctingindasm:‘%, . 12 3 & 5°

< Y . ~- - -

~

t ., .

. -»
"Comments: <
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o  TEACHER #ALL AND. SPRY )

Dlt.y'?u’i’od of. Adl:[nhtratioh Octobcr, 1973, end , 1974,

!opuhtiqn: - . - 140 prdcutml otaff mémbers at Pals,
. . . Mats, Martix, Brooke, Ortega, aqluln
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INTRODUCTION al o
". ’ -

. comp
tlnfotnat their owa comveniesce: Duriag the fill, Office of tion
staff d1istributed and collected the forms. thdulvrhg

- , -at esch- school duttﬂntdndeolheud .

b ]
luuutherrojectm;at qnntiou._thm
; concerniag the varioss m}m.pluth
T mm-. mmh.zmwum'w ?ﬁ
. ESAA schools. ﬁofm.mh—i.nuhfot&c ’xopwb-af

the aides’ trainiag, aﬁm,ﬁdmdmhwm'uﬁ.

-m,mmch—&r.mmmmmu“m .
- questisms addressed oaly to feachers at Project Assést experineatal schools.
- of the program amd recom-
. Jectives 1a mind:

D

; "‘f'l. tnchu will bhave a !mabh attiudo toward thc A of aidu
SV T as mu’-ct!.o-nl readiag aides

-y T2, r ullcffnctinlynudduh‘rﬂh’acmum

. .
L - muamodmlop.dbyonmdm:lnnlutf, Questions were
- mgdon.um r .
" " No standardiza ofchclutr_umnmbh, T was there any way
.~ 40 check the {astrumsat's nuuty. However, the teschers' snonymity may

- - 2 - 3

T ;uldduthfmtuehrmtmm-uenmtwﬁwt the ’
- classroom aides. Sntht‘tul (t-tnu) wers eouhctd to umo
dy dlfttnneu bot'o- the fouorl.u M :

- T Jm Proj-e;muc-dmun. aumnaucmmx schools.

~ _ Projoet Aum Juaior n;u oehuol vs, mal aide eonml Junior

A o R 5 knjntkqhtm odnooh ve. uunl'auc éont_rololnn-' ,
: - - - e

( Projcct mm elmroe- unchu-o m_d oun.u to lide.a mor'e posftive

- uumm their afdes' trainisg, performince, and effects than did

'y.' .' ’ B " . : . L - d VJ. : ’
F

.". mt«mmnmmmduuu&mmﬂ“{ K

%




The lm(l) clum cares nbout :ho cmdnts and their
learniag

63. ‘nn afde(s) in my - “:zﬁu e cffoctiu.ly i.n ﬂu
dh'uh of studeat read -

d

-

ﬁl m@(.)nqmmmmmmm
: mn-ofq-mu.

~ c - - , . ;
i Ammmmrrojqcmm t:uchgrp’ ndeoattol teschers'
. Tesponses  also iadicsfed aw overall more positive attitude (sge Table Table I-2) . A )

-and ylelded significant 4 umhfmrofth?mjoctmn;w -
rmnu—-”u 3(u¢abov‘)'.

.‘.,

- ‘¢ . ‘;- . l
’ Coanuou m elementary Ztojoct Assis® tepehers and ol-aury -control
- “teachers yielded wno significant diSferences, although most differences were"
hfumofth?mjutmutmm(mubhl-n. .

mnmuamtmmmm.mmm
mmmymamjncmz. The . respouses
indicate that t at’?ah.ltu.lhtth,cnduhatdtmumc
that they what Project Assist was all about (see Table I-4)..
thcydunotful ﬂntﬂnmhqlaydbyhojee:mmm
tdymhtdth-hiqld-uiuthmhwelm They
id \somewbst that materials supplied by Project mht had bnn adoquu

'zo-ucmud-ofmcmtum .
N - Q.

~

A [
,/////

" Ineloded om the spring ted mumuom:u_umwl'
sbout classroom aides in the fall questiommaire pluuodditioml
question. Statistical comparisons. (t-tests) were conduced to assess any

- differences betwees. miomw . .

1. All ?rojcct Assist .chooll V.. l.ll gedgral aide control schoo -
© 2. Project Assist jmmior’ MM vs. general aide coutrol juu;; )
" high school.
3. ‘Project Assist d-ury .choplo vs. uunl aide control elemen- -
‘ tary schools. i N ' .
] - .7 ’
‘Except for a few-items, thére sppesred to be litt.le difference lntvua thc
) experimental and comtfiil tescheri' responses on the fourtesm items relatisg

to aides’' traiaisg, performence, and wffects (see Tadle I-5). Siganificsnt
differences in favor of Project Assist teacher responses were found on the

folrl\maoit\(ouuztmc):\(. .

-

. ' .. - v_

’ .
’ N M

w w2 1 75
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S e * ‘.. ? .
i )
- 3 1 ° "' .. _.'
VL e o
" 48. m.u,(-)uqmmm-atocumyamdw )
ofmmmm ‘ .., :
. 53. mnw(ﬂuqmmwmmmaﬁno -
o(-yotul.u R .
I
Amm:umu Auht ' and comtrol
teachers' responses mmt’ for both
m(mhﬁrl-‘::mt forthctollwh;uou-,_ﬁm_ !md
th-Projcetmut ‘ H .
~ s1é;_umau.(.)mm-mdqmmmm

haniuo .
53. The aide(s) in wy clm has hdpd

N 2
/\‘

.
v
»

of- =y oqndcnu.

\

v N . - -
‘ ‘ * ] ~

m between d-nury Project Au:l.ctm' and el
coantrol ‘teachers’ yielded no s dicant differeaces (

le.

8

b

1-7) emcept for the follﬂing 1:-

schools®

» . .

The d.dh(ﬁ

!mdthmdammi )

-

WMMMMV!.&

" Some additsonal qnutimmuh‘ of m.?m:mncm

" " schools (ses Table I-8). -
. the. sdministration and imp
teacher hput for next year ‘s
“lchool means for mt:of theu

q-utio- concerned their perceptioss of ) )
ion of Project Assist, and requested - =
Table I~11 contains individuwal )

~

/‘7\

‘m, — ] - [ -

LA

. Vv _.c
-/\\ - . .
'

mnmmmmmmrmnmmmn

.I:p tln fau d-aury Prqjoct Auut tuchcro ntd thctr mtructinul
“"dides higher on tem of -the thirteen aide items than the Murymtrol

teachers rated their general aides (dee Table I-9).

Howewver, in the

\

npring tho d-qnury Project Assist -

ntd higher than tfie

\
e Wﬁmt change among olmury cuchun vas on the icem, "If the' aide(s)
. motaknoutof-y‘elum,m“dutmmulunm. ‘and was in -’
- the aacin diroction for both Projoct mht tuchn and coamtrol ‘teachers..
‘ : " : & .
e - * ﬁ‘—‘ig ‘! . g ’ . e
N ’ W S . =,
A X I-3 ,
S . . o " \?S; .. . _‘_ ’. « 0

ononlymaofthcthimu-

‘:: utitm chngu among both elementary Prqjoct mut teachers and
trol teachers from pre to post were actually quite oli;ht. BScause

- teachet Tesponses were anonymous, s ficanc otmomunotbcpcrfor-ed
‘ﬁumm.iuﬁicmo.ofm fmfultomtu /I e




mmma‘uuchfmdmmm
The alde(s) h-ychurw-umuu dtectinly in the diagnosis
-ot;td-tnd:lnm
L’mmu)uqehmmwmumummu.

\muchut-ucd 1t-hothfgu' lpﬂu\‘ybozhdgunrym

.were:
mmmmmymm
If the aide(s) were takem out of my.classroqm, thmmd
. recdﬂ 1ess :lul:lvidut instruction amd attation

s~

. ﬁmtmm’)mumm the § hmm.ccmuc:m
-.Jntdthirudum“tuofﬂn
. teachers rated their gemeral aides (see Tsb .o-eln

spriag qnutiomnlrc‘, the Project Assist u:d higher then
m.uuqonywammzm Ceee .

muumw m}-uthmmfrumummwt-

mhfqutt-aﬁhmtuothtit-. mgrututchnpm

Juaior high teschers was da the following two items:

" ' The stédeats in my classroom Trespond positively to the aide(s).
Mthauc(o)hqmmnlmhhmmc,lful
sure he/she is doing a godd job. .

The change for Mmtc-mmi:u.-f«{:hjmmmnct
Assist teachers snd for comtrol teschers.

3

mmmamuumfmumm: ’
The aide(s) in my classroom adsists me nfuetinly ia the diagmosis
off studeatt reading .problems.’
) M(c)nqmmmm—mzmuam

~The | md 1t-both-fa'u and cpring by both jumior high groups was:
The cuc(c) in By -chur.u cares sbout the: ntutqu and thc:lr lumina
progresy. :
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[59. * The aide(s) ia my classtoom cares EXPERIMENTAL | 4.3462 0193 *
- |- sbout the studests sad their B B *
o lestuing progress. - - |cowmML 3.7631] 51
. 0. The atde(s) ia my classrecm emjors | rixnewri | 415 s2| i
. working with ms. . ; $1 -
s - 61, The ‘side(s) s my classroom fe -, _m_ 3.1763] 51 4369
la sboot che oaiie  |comak . - | 2.9600f S0
. - The éide(s) id sy clasesroom has TXPERDRNTAL {- 3.1731] S2 1962
been well trained for his/ber 360, orerace %
r). The aide(s) in my classroom seaist | IXPERDEWTAL 2. S1i. 8
. ms effectivel} in the . .
. prdst e bles QoeToL 21837 49
o e Lb; The stadests in wy clisercom ree- I s, 0709) s2] . 874»,
. pond positively to the aide(s). 3.8008] SO
ry K 1 R - Aare < ik .
rs.,&-ﬁ.w‘)u-’ch‘m’ IXPERDENIAL | 3.%618| 2| .sm7
. works aloms helping stedests, 1 g .
. . tnlc,cchnllhcu‘om-pqi Cowraay . 3. 50
. . ”c -~ .
" 166, 1f the side(s) were takes dut of me 3.70831 21 4.0
wy classroom, the studeit would :
- lesrs less. . CofTaL, 3"”’ % -
Lu; 1f the' aide(s) wers taken out of | EXPERDENTAL | 43383 51 | 33a4
"|* =y classroom, the studemts would [—— v
. recaive less individual instruc- 1| CONIRGL 4.0816; &
B tiocs saf sttentigs. * L. J
Ta The atde(s) in my clasorcom hes M DrmRnETa | 3.3900 0 b baes o
helped improve Dhe reading i
-~ | okille of my stwdsets. coNTROL, | 2.95%2| & -
. - i 4 d
e . P The aida(g) = my Clasercom hes |EXPRRDEETAL | 3.4108 51 ogr2
~ iscressed my efficieacy im CONTROL . 3.4082] 49
. relation to plamming. 3 - -
70. h.d‘o(o)hqcimhu m 2.2M8] 5% ], ; .
bed commmnications by . .
iacresded vith 7| cowracr, 2.2800] 50 7 )
. N pareats. o he i
A - i A N - i
) 71. The atde(s) in wy cliserom has | Exrexpmras | 3.5000) 52 |. . opul®
- s helped improve the Stwdents’ - Ay 3. 0626
. sell-image. , - s }?m' I L ?
o . “"‘O“ﬁ‘*ﬂ;ﬁ.mﬂsmm
oo . N S : 1 - 4 ] ot .
- ., Completely ’ . Completely
» * The ‘u.gptqnu betwees the growpe mu:ttuliy;tggum- )
- :, -, 0 TR ) ) g = '
B e L
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6. The stidents inmy clasercos’ ses-
~ . pend-positively o5 Wbe alda(s)

—

0 .,;5,--55 '_eg, NEHGAEE

¢5. Whén the atde(s) fh my classroom -
wbcks slome'helping students, 1
féel sure htlch is.doing & good.
Job

- 1 \
I.lt:h.uuo(s)nn:“mcl-y
ehusyu tbhm-a‘:ld'lcm

-

3. 5000

Uthndh(l)unuhnmo}q
clsssroom, the students wouwld re-

@pive less fodividual mw:m

-lmu- .

&,
3.9333

W

The atde(s) i my classroom has
helped improve the rsading -uuv-
of my Mn .

3.4167
2.6000

g

L

Y. 0667

A

2.7857
1.9375

. n.u.dc(l)u-yclmhu
wmuum’unm
to plamsing ,

The side(s) 1in my tlassroom has - '
wwuu with
N lq {\ ‘

r

The .u.m is my classtoom bas
helped tmprove the students’ . .
ulbﬁq. i
'imuthﬁl@wwtmmouSnlumu°
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. Table I-3:
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1 .
R %| L] &—’ =
; Palm’ ond ‘.2005 | 38 ]
9. The aide(s) ia =y classgoom cares Metz % Ty - ]
sbout the students’sad their Srecia and i 3%
L 3.8529 | 4! N . *
. The side(s) in my classrom sajoys Mets - 1316 N
. workisg with me.. *" "/ I'ieooks mal” LA
2 3.9118 | 3
61. The atde(s) 1d my ¢ . 1o Moty _ ¥3.1316 | 38
. kmeviedgesb Srooks sad | -hea2 t
Qreege 1 20824 P34 1°
<. - = . | rala emd -1 -
u.thdkb)hqclmmh-h-’ 3.0526 | 38 !
vell traised for his/her job. %—n - I -4329
. -t - 2.791 | %'
, . . . Pala and
63. The slde(s) iasmy classroom assist | Motz .65 | 3B | 1655
as effectively io the diagnoeis of |.Brooks and -
: . < 12,205 | % _
. i o e JRolmend T T . v
84+ The stlemts ta wy Tliswroom res-  [Mees | 4.1842 | 38 5306
pond positively to the‘aide(s), -, e | Srooke emd | . i
. 4.0000 . 3% ; y ¢ .
. \ . Paln aad’ Iy
65. Whem the 2ide(s) (n.my classroom . LBety 4.0 - ;  .5062
.~ works aloas hclping stwdents, I - ooks and : |- b/
tulmh[&h&ga&&“ 3.8235 § % /.
. ’ Paln end he ’
66. If the aide(s) were takes wut of wy LMets 3.76%2 | 38 |-
classresn, the studeat would lears Brocke aad ) -
L less, . 3.5204 | R | .se07 )
7. If the aide(s)' were takem ot of wy | PMelm emd | - . '
¢ » the students vould re- | Mgtz 423158 | 38 5674 °  fom—
colw z individual Srooks apd 0 s
| _and gtcention. W < 4.1471 |
, ) ot ’ N PPale and . .
68, .The side(s) 1oy classtoom bas | Motz . 3.631¢ { 38 1167
beiped improve the readiag skills Srooky” and 1 <
‘__ﬂﬁ‘m 3.1176 } % { J
’ ; - . ; sod - -
¢9. The aide(s) in my classroam has in- | Mets 3.3%7 ¢ 37 L6432
cresded Wy efficlency in relaticm - Brooke and | - R
Ortegs  |3.5588 | 3 - )
DN . L ] . ’Ih “ . . 4 . -
M. The eide(s) in my elasircom hes fo-/ Nets 20811137 | 207 }
R (uh parents.. | Brooke -nd |. :
A = \ 2.4412 1 34,
L ST % f A R e
"'ﬂ.mwl)hqclumhl_, Mets 13,3006 38 | 9.9,,
, “helped fmprovs the students’ 1 Brocke end . % »
L _self-imame. : : r_,3.0909 : 33| , .
. : o - ) N Y
N ‘mumm&hunuﬁ‘m}m}c:'- ‘ ' -
) o bk 2 3 $ 3 K ' -
Completeir Completeiy . N
Disegres . agres ' . -
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. 1. I understand -what -ESAA - \" METZ 4.5652Y<\ 23 -
Project .Assist progtam is PALM 4.6000 15
all about. MARTIRN 4.3000 3
. _ ALLAN 4.2381 42
.- .2; Thé people. in the ESAA ‘Project | METZ . 2.7826 23
| Assist Pragram hawe been of PALM 2.3571 14 _
assistance to me &blmt- MARTIN 2,2143 28
ing the program in my class. ALLAN t+2,3077 39/ -
R 3. The materials provided’ for METZ -4 3.3478 23
" - ~ the ESAA Project Asbist PALM 3.4667 15
;o Program have been Adequate, MARTIN .6667 | 30
. to meet the needs-of | ALLAN .6923 " 3%
_ implementing the program. F.
.t — . ° 1
- ° Responses to the above items were on 5 point scale:
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Completely o . Completely .
disagree , . ‘agree
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47 The atde(s) tu my 1s %‘ 3,307 |
) _ksowledgeshble shout the 3.4259
- . : curriculus whbed iz owr schools ’

s7 |
S |
63
4
47. The o) has been well traised | KXPEPDENIAL] 31629 | 63 | " .o004 |-
“ .
L3
©
%

for Job . ) CONTIOL . 3.1481 .
! . &4 The )(s) ia my classroom . s
. {%s m offectively 1a the | EOpaDENTAL | 28609 0423 *
,§ M“m.m CONTROL . 2. .

.

9807

4. The studeots in my clessroom °

respond posicively to the “
" ‘m ; . A}
50" Vhem the side(s) 12 my classroca . : !

works alone helping students, I 3,8667 | 60 -2
. feel sure he/she is doing a | CONTRL 3.8809 1 54 )
N . N .
S1." If the side(s) wes takes owt of TP EXPERDENTAL | 34756~ 6] 0842
| uy classroom, Che stmdests would | CONTROL | 2.944% 56 |
» | m Im . o < B -
3 . s R _ . - 7 -
: - J:52. 1f the atde(s) was takes owt of |’ A | g,
my classtoom, the stuident would IXPEADRNTAL | 4.1000 60 . 6872
’ receive less individusl imstrwe- | CONTROL .+ | 4.0000 34 1 .
. . tion sad attemtion I : :
: 53. The aide(s) 1o my classroom has | DXPERADGWIQ | 3.7288. | 59 .008S &
. helped fmprove the resding CONTROL 3.6481 b >
i 56. The alde(s) iz my classroom hss.
.. . #fic . o | se . 4040
vt v eificeg s | Emua Lol | |
5. The_side(s) 1m my classroom has | FxPEaDepTy, | 2,1726 | 58 0972
. ) iscreased commdicstions with CoNT0L 2.5370 | sb
- o parests — — -
,36. The aide(¥ 1o my classroom bas EXPERDETAL | 3.2373 | 59 6066
: Sh,

- - - a] - - Veibed tmprove the scutencs’ ¢ FommML - | 3.3519 | 5 -
- 4 . ‘ L]

‘ . ¢ R T -

ot . 57. The side(s) ‘1o my classroom hes | EIPERDEITAL | s,xaﬁ .581

vorked co-pperatively vith = QONTROL | ~ 4.0556
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' L ghipyeer - e

g

- ' s .
: o nlwm;-doo&oumumbum;mu:
. i 3 4 ? .
. 4 , + Complatsly . Completely .
Lo B disagres . agree ' .
. - *  The difference bgtween the two SToups was statistically lwm‘,
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: {44, The alde{s) inmy ¢ roowt cares | Mertim [ 17 . 5450
‘ sbost the atudents their Allea 4,2057 | A
. ’\ . s ral i . K ’ *
4 . - . B . / ] + .
e ¥ . The aide(s) in wy classroom Martis 3.7059 17 6244
. & - enjop working vith me - Alles 3. | 13 T
- : . o - ¢ S -
S . |6 e stde(s) in wy clasorvom 16 | Marea . 18 6367, !
, . taowiedgesble sbout the reedisg Allsa . 3.53‘5\ 13 N
- 2 lom $ 1 o _
R S \
[
' - - |47. The alde(s) his ceen well trained [ Mertin 13,2353 | .17 e .
_ for hte/her job Alles [3.377 [ 13
- 2 . & - '
-~y R ( r
- 3 48. "The aide(s’ in wy ehuuu oA ; X
&ssists me offectively ia the -~ | Marcis 2,6230 | 16 2285
diagaoeis of stpdent resding Allam 2.08%) X_lj
~ . ‘ M T / -
: a The scudents in wy clsssrodm Hertia [ 3.6250 ¥ 16 .51 |-
) o tap.l mldvdy to the Allsa 3.6923 | 13 -
\,’ —' - . i : i - ] ¢« 0 ]
”.".dudlc(s" in sy claseroom ’ ‘
.. works alove bslping studénts, I Martis 1 3.8750 | 16 7961
. fesl sure he/she {s doimg a Allea ] 3. 7692 13
* bc‘ Job . -
. No/ 3 , M . .
©t of 51- 1f the aide(s) was taked out of | Marets 4.0625 } .o1s7* \
’ classroam, ‘ the students would Allen 2.8462 i3 .
leara lese -
. N Y - d
. 52. If the side(s) was takem owt of .
. . my classroom, the student would | Merrie 4.9125 16 .1334
- [ teceive lpss individugl instryc- | Allsd - 3.535 | 13 ‘
» tion and actention N
a - 3 '\’ k . -
, |53,/ The atde(s) 1n my classroom hes | Martip 3.6075 | 16]  4.0090"
. : helped WC the n.uq Allen -1 2.4167 12 ) .,
. 11 - I~ :
X . ; T - - \V 'y
. e 5. The atde(sX fa dy.q’luuon hes _ﬁ 3.1%00 | 16 0 | .
) . - incresssd wy-sfficlency in , " . .| 3.6154 13 .
e SS. The side(s) in wy classtoom hae rtis ol 2. 1 16 . .8681
’ . .. . increased commmicatibas with J Allam 2.977/f] 13
. r ‘ . * . ! 2 .
- ! \|56. The aide(s) io my classroon. hes _ | Merfia l 3330 | 1 3113 L
. T hm improve the student)’ Allea - 3.5385 |13 ‘
. ol . - ' [N - . . _ B 4 ~
S7. Tae:flde(s® 1a my clessroos has | Mertin ]n.m} _16 - 9%
worked eocpcntlnly‘vlti - Allea ' o . 3.0062 | 13
this yesr ; s ! 5
. -~ 1 ul;mm vers mede sccording to the following scale: ' .
- ' . Completely .1 _ 2 3 ) Cawhtoly ) -
. disegree r
. e itﬂ'u between the two gtvh'm luthuully upiﬂcdt. o -
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5. The'atde(s) ia my cluqnﬁ cares 111 1-45] .s252 .
. Shout the stedeats sad their 3.9302 | &3
|—lesmaisg peogrese - _ ; SN
43, The.stde(s) o wy clnssreom | pPmpeImar] 39565 | s6] 7004
- enjos working with me . CONTEOL 3.6oNn 42 .
4. The aide(s) 1a'ny clasaroom s | pxreanewmar] 3.2079 | 47| .73
. kaowledgsable about the resdiag | CONTROL 3. 3902 41
‘ gmg- used "in our gchooly . .
mcu.wu.h..nu trained| pxrysmepema! §.ic L. %78
1 for his/her job CONTROL, 3.0976 ] A1
5. The atde(s) is my clasproce )
- Sdsists we- m.euvuy in,the 2.09% | 45] .o067
du.-ntg ‘stident resding CONTIOL p 2.45% | 41 e .
‘b’. The studeats u wy classroom .
respond positively to the 3.9318 o “ﬂ *
_aide(s) - cowtROL ___ | 3.8780 | WP} .
50, -When tke side(s) in wy clagsrcom
works slone helping studeats, I | EEXPERTMEWTAL| 3,863 | 44 .8202
. foel sure he/she is d#5ing a good | CONTROL : 3.9268 | 41 i
Job . : — - :
SI. 1If the aide(s) was tekes out of | Kypgaigarrar| 3.2667 - & /3962
tlassroom, the ttod.u would | CONTROL 2.9756 [
) A I.un less .
52. If the aide(s) wes. takem owt of [+ . /
#y classtoom, the student would | EXPERTIEWTAL} &. bb 6973
mdv. less individual fustruc- | CONTROL - §.1463 [§ ,
tiom god o ttu:un : - AL
[ 53.  The atde(s® u.z wy euum- has 7682 4 0954
! belped fmpfove the resding CONTROL ] 3.2683 -1 41
skills of.wy students . .
56. The atde(s) in my classipom Has | EXPERDGOMAL ) % 2449
increased efficiency in -{ CONTROL 3.6585 :
re ttoi luni . :
55. The aide(s) fa wy clagpsroom hes | EXPYRDNDNTAL| 2.0952 |} 42 .0500",
N facressed communications with “CONTROL 2.5098 s
} —perents
56. - The stde(s) in wy classroom has. | popommal 3.9791 | 6 9570
' - belped improve the students’ Gl'fl‘l. 3.2927 | &1
n!!-!& ~ L3 -
57, (The alde(s) 1n my classroom her | xPERDOWEAL] 4.1364 | & .9559
worked ratively with we CONTROL 1 s. 1220 61
thi .
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- SPRING ST_IONNAIRB RBSULTS FOR HBTZ PAIH .
S o S -
,M P HAR‘IIN“ FOR JTEMS 58 - 71 R - ;
. , )’ Lo . . .
53 - . ‘ + g « . ° . .
ITEN . _ | ez | P | mamTIN | ALLAN

58. I feel that aides should be taken out of
the classroom for all-day inservices
. s )

N
.

. g-‘: ‘,wwbu‘g -

+

a. hever .

. b, no nore‘ha.n one day per -semester

o c. Do more than two days oer semester
d. no more than four days per semester.
e, more than four ga'yc per semester

59. ‘1 urderstand what the ESAA, Project .
_Assist program is” all about

60. The adainistrative staff in the ESAA,
. Project Assist program has been of
- assistance to me in implementing the ~,

ptogran in my classroom. | 32016 | 2.6316 | 2,631 |\2.3667 | ® 0

. I-would like for the ESAA, Project Assist |-~

__aldes™o be in my school again .pext.year | 4.5714 | 4.3000 | 4.1395 | 4.0000
[] N b pt— " )

W .
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W
g
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62.,Th¢ pr'inctpal at my school has given me . T i
_the sup I have neéded from him to . - . I o | iw -
implement the ESAA Project Assist in my L LI O o Co
_classroom ' 3.2222 § 3.1579 | 3.6053 | 2.7857

63. I .think that teachers (if paid a stipend) . z ) .

should receivé dome pre-school orienta- ) ' .
T tion and traleing next year concerning .| - o g .. y |
Project Assist\aides and _mategials ' 4.1786 | 4,2000 | 4.3617 | 4.3548

64 1f you agreée with. the abovx ctate-ent
how long should the pre-school otien-- . 1 - T ] .
tation and training for tedchers last" ‘ 3.0417 | 2,4737 3.3696 -] 2.6897 |-

- [ ,

a. 1 day . . . ! ?"_ 5 6. .
b. 2 days ' ’ . "5 8 107 .
c. 3 days . : . ' S .2 11 6 b
d. 1 week ., ° . - 10 - 5 .17 5

e, 2 weeks | - . 2 1l o« 7 3

LI ) N . - < v ] ] R .
65. The materials provided for ESAA,Prolect R I ,
€ Assist program have been adequate to meetf -

the neéds of implementing the program 3.5556 ) 2,555 | 3.6053 | N, |

66. 1 feel that the ESAA, Project’ Assist ) . )
. subugtute aide position should be ' . - ..

- conttiued pext vedry: . 12,8216 |} 4,1053 | 2,8684 |. N.a
. . R [ ) - . /' . { . ' ] * ) . - Py
. - - -t . - ’ ‘ L
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. Table«continues .on next page
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- Tahle I-8: (cont'd)

, _ .
ITEM, . L | mprz| phud | magTIn | Arran
—'—" — - - - - _—ﬂﬁ
o - :
67. The L.E.i.R. consultant has helped mg to . .
. implement the L,E.I.R. program in ny . o | . . - .
. |- _.classroom x 13,0357 ]2.,9500 | N,A N.A, Cem
. i) ., . ) - ) A
68. I have inple.enbed the L.E.I.R. approach. N . .
1n my classroom to a great extent '3,0714 | 3.94%9 R, A, « N.A, | ‘
L
' . 169. The L.E.I.R, ayproach and -nterials have ’ . ; }
helped my studen;s to develop a more - : S ’ R |
positive :elf- -4 3.4138 13,3158 [ N.A. R.E | |
° . : . |
* . "]70. I would 1ike our:school to continue : o . : 1
- 4 using the L,E.I,R, program next year -3:7931 -13.3500 | N.A, N.A, |
- ’ . ¥ i .
. : g ) I
. 71. Which of thé following curriculum com- . . I
. - binations would you choose for your
 classroom next-yearl | 2.8519 [3.0476 N.A, N.A,
a. Basal only -2 4 WA B.A.
b. Basal for high achievers and L E.I.R. 2 - N.A. R.A.
for low achievers = © . '
~ c. A combination of basal and L.E. L.R. 22 F | W K.A.
- for all ___ , , . .
T d. L.E.I.R, mainly,supplemented by , - }. ~-- 3 H.A. K.A.
~hasals for "free" reading ~ av ]
e. L.E IR, onlx : - 1 6 . iL N.A: )
. N . . , '

) °
. Except vhere stated otherwise, all responses vere nade according to
the following scale:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1. atde(s) tn 8y alassroem . .
oaras ebout the studeats sed '
. their leeraing pregress,

-

. . )
t B pﬁ #ide(s) s wy_slaseresm
‘enjoys yorking with ms. ¢,

.

3. e atde(s) ia @y classreom is
teeviedgeshle sbouc the resding
-I';ial- woed in owy scheol, -

N - i

.
»

&, The atde(e) ia wy claseroca has
boon well trained for bis/her
yob,

3. The slde(s) ia sy classroce
sosists me elfectively 1o the
dlagnoeis of stubens voedilg
problens.

6. The atwieats ia ®y classsroes
- veopond positively ce the
side(e). .

7. Vhen the side(s) is wy claes-
- goom worke slome belping et~
,éoncs, 1 Teel sere he/ohe i
“dolag & geod jeb,

Pl .

5. It che dide(o) werc tohen out
of my classreen, the Studests

veuld lears less.
¢

9. If the atéde(e) wers tsken out of
oy classtoom, the stwdents wowld
roceoive 1490 tadividual ectem-
cion and instreccion.

[18.° The side(s) s w clessrocm has
belped laprove the rTeading
» skille of my stwdents.

®

The side(s) ia my classroue hes
incresved oy sfficiency is -
relecicn to plamming. '

. . .

[12. The aide(s) 1n @y clasercom has
tacressed compwaicatisns vich
. pareats.” .

i

13. 'l;- side{s) in wy :u.prm hes
helped iaprove the scudente’
self-image.

N .

- -

‘w to these u-l'uu on s {ive-point Likert scala:
1 2 3. L) H i

R &.iiuly. ﬁ'uuly
Plsagree Agtee
s B Y -

-
.

2 ’ 5

a- Expetiowatal (Praject Asslot) elemrntery teachers’ responses. The uu'ol the arsov {aiceles the oversge ol
elementery Project Acsiot teseher respomses to exxh 1lem on the 311 tejcher cunitionniire, end the srrovheod
tadlcates ths epring mesa o0 slewntyry Project Avsist teschef respoases to ahot {tew. .

,o- Control [Coneral Alde) elemeatary teachers’ responscs, The tall of the orro. Indicetes the fa)l overage of
of the olewatary gemrrol side control teacher rospcmses te soch (tou, snd the srrovhesd Ladidwtes the opring
moen of slevratary prorel olde comtrei tescher responses So-thet Stve, 190 .
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’ "l"‘ 203897% LIEERY scaLs
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’

"w.wu—.-.umm.um 1

3@ tuperimemest (Frogoet hoetot)
M Justarw Mgn Preject Aseist teg
fadiestes he spriag seen of

b-ﬁ;upl (Compral sde) yunior

’ the jenier Righ grewrel site ¢
men of justor bigh gugeral &

R - :on-/ .
foRior Mgh teschers’ sesponess. The tail of the -n—}‘utw e svfrage of

NET TO0PpoRntns L0 soch {000 ok the fall teacher mestichmgite, omd the
Fuﬂ Bigh Pmject Aselst teerher Fosponses ts that {tem,

Conglotely ‘ Conplote]y
Dlaagres

. , .
foh toachote' respensss. The teil 61 che i'n- inficotes the foif opn of
1 Be? FRLPOROES t¢ coch {tem, and the orrevheed Indlcanes f opting
e Wethor reoponsee to thet fwe.
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PRING TEACHER

PALM, AND MART

RE RESULTS FOR

PROJECT ASS

~

s ST EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOLS
(METZ, X IN) %ﬁ% SCROOLS (BROOKE, OBTEGA, AND ALLAN) -

GENERAL CONTROL

PALM

17) 1.4118

-(26) 1.7308

1(26) 1.1154 (19) 1.2632

(18) 1.7W8 °

ORTEGA

(26) ;.1538

(25) 1.4400

(17) 1.3529

" {¢18) 1.8333

12) 1.0000

(13) 1.7692

work with an ESAA,
-~ Bilingual/Bicultugal
Aor  aide R

>

-

(26) 1.2692 [(19) 1.7805

(17) 1.294%

(16) 1,1250

1.0400

’
2

(17) 1.5882

(12) 1,3333 |

) 44.~ The aide(s) in my classi

room cares about the
. students and, their
vlearning progress

4

-

[(25)" 4,3200

-
v

(20) 3.8500

18) 4.1111

(17) .4,0000

(14) 4,2857

4S. The aide(s) in my
" classroom enjoys
work}ng with me

«

.

(20) 3.6000

L

46. The aide(s) iomy
classrdom is know-
ledgeable about the
rdading curriculum

(26) 4.2308
v .

27) '3.4074

N P |

Bl

(17) 4.1176

(17) 3.7059

(13 3.9231

(13) 3.5385

| used i our schools

47. The aide(s) in my
classroom has been
well truined. for
his/her job

P . 4
O

(20) 3.1500

(16) 3.750

b

(16) 2.7500 .

(18) 3.3333

‘e

(17)” 3.2353

The aide(s) in my
classroom assists me
effectively in the
diagnosis of student
reading pxoblems

L]

(21) 3.2381

(20) 3.0000

5) 2,9200

(16) 1.9375

(25) 3.3200

P

(13) 3.3077




" classroom respond posi-|
_tively to the aide(s) '

s e
49. The™students in my 4

(J9) 3.7895 "

(16)

3.6250

50. rhen'tpe aid:(s) in my.
lassroom works alone
helpihg students, I
feel he/she is doing
_a good job ¢

(25)

3.9200

» - -

-

-(16) 4.1250

-..
«J

(25) 3.7200

(25) 3,7200

'R

(16)

3.8750

-131. If the aide(s) was
taken out of my class-
room,the students
would learn less

(27)

(19) 3.7895°

(18) 3,2778,

4 M
\416) 4.2500 °

K

1Y
)
k)
)

A

;-

52,, If the ‘aide(s) was °

' taken out of my class-
room,the students
would receivé less in-
dividual instruction
and attention .

(25)

3.2593

-

4.1200

L

S (15)" 2.4667

-
-

(26), 3.2692

(25) 4.0000

(16)

(16)

6.0625

4.3125

53. The aide(s) in.myclass-
1] - room has helped improve
the readtng skills of -
my students

(19) 3.8947 -

3
-
. L d

(18) 3.5556

(16) 4.3750

P4
Ed
foa

(16) 3.4375

(25) 3.1600

(16)

3.6875

54, The aide(s) in my class-
room lias increased my
efficiencv in relation

| to planning. 1(24)

(25)

3.8800

3.4167

(18) 3.1667

(16) 3.8125

k)

{25) 3.5600 _

(16)

3.7500

+

55. *The aide(s) in my class-
‘ room has increased com-
v munications with parents

(25)

2, 3600

-

(17) 1.7059

(25)- 2,6000-

(16)

2,.3750

(16) 2.6250




i
-
Al
-
s L
L
<
rd
.

¢ *

room has helped imptove | . 2 S —- - . ) - . |-
‘. the students' self-image [25) 3,3200] (18) 3.2222 | 16) 3,2500 | (25) _3.3200 (16) 3.1250 | (13) 3.5385. 1.
57. The ai.ilc(;) in my classq T 'y
room has ‘worked co-oper- PRI ' | . E .,
‘ _tively with me this veafX25) 4.3200] g}9z -3.894? ] (16) ,4.2500 1 (16) 4.0400 | (16) 4,3125 | ¢13) 3.8462 °
. .', . [ ] ’ . .
- . - » v
) . - - ‘
- . - M ’
. . ;’; . -
- - iy , - - . ‘
\ - . T - )
' : R , 197

56.‘ The aide(s) in -yclu;-
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a project coordinator.

- ©

- ADMINISTRATION AND DESCRIPTION OF TEACHER INTERVIEW.FORM

. - . N ~

. . ’ - . . . - '

This instrument was given to all classroom teachers at Metz, Palm,

and Martin in vhose classes Project Assist Aides. worked. The inter-
views were conducted in midepring, 1974, by Office of Evaluation

- staff. Inteérviewers were evaluators, classroom observers, data spec-
ialists, or evaluation interns, all of vhom had. either extensive in-
terviewing experience or who had received training before going out

to interview.- .

The instrument- consists of -thirteen questions, most of them ‘open-
ended, concerning the effects of Project Assist in their classrooms,

-, The instrument was developed to yield information to tle project co-
ordinator for planning the next . year's program and to provide evidence
- for certain current program objectim The interview was dehigned to
elicit ‘the frank and open comments from teachers which it was felt a
mailout questionnaire might not have elicited. ' The instrument was
‘developed by Project Assist evaluation staff with some input from the
The instrument not standardized nor validated
in any formal way. Boweyer it was felt by the 'staff-after using the

instrument that most teachers answered thé questions frankly and forth- ‘

rightly. In an informgl assessment approximately 85% of the teachers
interviewed said that they would rather be 1nterv1ewed’ than £fill out a
questionﬂaire. ‘
| s gk :
‘ o L 4 1)
’u-’ ¢
L3 . . b
. ' g *
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, e ‘ | / . | v
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. Date/Period of Administration: April agsd May, 1974
. Population: ' o102 ﬁ‘.'ru!tg of ..ktuihnu at Metz and Palm

- -Administered by: < Pour ESAA Bilingual/Bicultural comsmity
: ’ . . ) representatives at Metz and Pala

*©  Administration Superviud‘.by: Office of 'Enlution
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' QVERALL RESULTS ' ' Coe L

L

certain that their-children read as well as t%?x should be rquf;g. , -

'The only significant ‘difference found between both the mothers and t

- Parents résponses were broken down by grade level, and are portrayed in

‘was taken. -From this sample interviéws were conducted by community
- répreseptatives frd-\thegg schools. Parents were asked questions
-regarding Project Assist aides, the redding curriculum used .in Metz . -

.No significant'differences‘uere found between Metz and Palm parénts on '

INTRODUCYTON. . - ' L ’

A ten percent random sample of parents of ‘children at Metz angd Palm

and Palm, and their children s reading progress. A more Complete ' o
description of. the instrument used in its administration is found - .
attached to this reportsy - o ‘

-

s . \' iz . .’
The results of these interviews are given in the folloviqg two tables.
The overall results seem to indicate that Parents at Metz and Palm Co ).
approve of Project Assist reading aides being in their chiidren's » :
8chool and feel that- they are doing a good job., : g :

Tﬁey react faéorablyntoqard the 1dea of children learning to read by - . .7

writing stories about their own experiences and jdeas (a L.E'I.R. , ° g N .
vechnique), and indicated that their children haa indeed brought home
stories that they had written in school this yesr.. - -~

Metz and Palm parents tefided- to feel that their‘¢h11dren read better

this year than last year, .and that ftheir children are more 1ntereéted
in reading.this year than last year. However,,they are somewhat Jess

[
' - . L 2

- - - ~
4

- . - ‘\‘
COMPARISON OF METZ ARD PALM PARENTS . \
Y ' N
3 .o ‘ ,
Mothers at Metz and Palm and fathers at Metz and Palm were compared\on .
their responses to each of the seven interviey questions (see Table '

A

fathers dt the two schools was:that Metz parents feel significantly
stronger than Palm-parents that their children are .morp interested in
reading this year-than last. . ) .

Y \ ®

any of the other interview quéstions, although there were nonsignificant ‘. B
differences on most of the other questions fn favor of Met} parents. ‘ i
N TR \ ‘

Table J-2 attached to this report. However, so few responses are found- |
in some of the groups as to make statistical analysis of the queqtiéhéb?é"
value. .ansequently,;theqe.analyses were not performed. '

i

-




A ) ) ce t e ,
s |,‘ » - . . 1 3
‘ : ; ’ i ‘ » viA CoL ( R L } ’ . . :
M . "/ _" - . ~ ‘o ‘ ’ r/ . "N' I
y / ¢ - T Table'Jey:  coMPARISSN OF PAKENT ;wrl_m'nsit RESULTS POR METZ VS. PALM et
s r L - ) - . - - _ . I
oo , Iem, . |7 aovr . |n lwas [POBEIYM , o
' SR PR . — e | 1 -
. T 1. Do you'feel it 1s a good : o .
. ' - idesa ‘to have these aides |Metz mothers [39 12.7%49 | . .9291 |
in your child’s school? Pslm mothers |31 2,8065- : -
. | 1. “‘ - ’ L -
. | ; ‘
’ ~ * . 2, Can't dicilde Metz fathers |19 [2,9474 | . ‘.
} T 3 Yes o - / .. [Palm’tathers |10 . |2.8000 -2 . l
o . 2, Do you feel that thesd ‘ . Ty
. - + aldes 1a your chiid's Metz mothere [38 {2 8158 2225 -
. i “school are doing & good Palm mothers |30 [2.6667 ‘ . . I
a g gobr .k : : -
ot ' 1 . S« |Metz tathers 19 |2.8947 ; ’
7 .. Palw fathers [10 |2,7000 -2956 ’
3 \the ides of =} - —= : | "l
. es o !
39 , 13,0000 ] .
aruing to reed {43 mothecs . .0253 . |
' by vrindag stortes about bi Palms wothers [30 ° [2,.8333 ) . .
e T Meat ltets tachecs, J18 Ppooess | 0. } : I
g g ‘. Palm fathers |10 [2,7000 : .
. . . - |
» -1 R |
’ 4. Do you feel y cliild - ’ f % R g
« Teads a3 well/as he should |Metz mothers |33 2,3684 |- uss I _
. - .| * be reading? Pslm mothers |28 2,0357 ‘ .
. . L Ko . . = : . )
' _— ) T 2. Can't dectde Motz fathers 19  2.3684 3921
3. Yes . Pslm fathers T1U' J1,9091 it - .
4 . \ -~ - 4 . “ P
5. Has your child brougit howe * .-
) any of stories that he |Metz mothers 138 2.4 L .9549
.. e vrote in school this year? |Pslm mothecs [3) 2,4333 : .
- . ! a.lo 'o . - s - ‘
" - 2. Canjt decide  jats Eathers 120 12,3500 | ’5i5p
3. Ye . ‘_ "|Fals fethers |11 [2,6364 E
L&. Do you/fesal iwr, child resdsf| - - . oo M
bettey this yeat than last |Metz mothers .38 2,6842 0723 g
year 4 Ihl- mothers _FS 2.3929 * .
ro ' : N T - ’ -
2,/ gan't decide [ Mtz fathers 20 |2,8509 { p .
3/ Yes . . alm fathers » {10 ]2,5000 1196 - . .
1 N : .
74 .00 you feel your child is at -
more interested in resd- |Metz mothers [37 ]2,7338 .0195% .
ing this year than last? Palm mothers [29 12,4138 %, LT
1 Yo A P
N | Motz fathers {19 13,000 .0068*
/ 2. Cen't dectde T . [Pala fsthers [11 [2,5455 ¢ "
s Yes z v .
Total Scores ' . , ’ Lo * \
l. Mo K LMotz mothers 140 [18,4958 | 5433 | :
2, . Can't decide Palm mothers |31 | 17,6435 (R '
3. ‘ Yes ' | Metz fathers 129 - | 19,3657 10974 - ¢ \
i B Palm fathers |11 . |17,9071 BN
o L, - . . . \ !
N ‘ y
v, " - . R a i . "k "
~ % The éifferenced’ betwoen the two groupe is statistically significan . \ \
LI A r L) R . ,‘1‘ . : ‘A
\ .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic: .

- 4 » - » . Y . . » * .
- . ’ ., \ o 4 . ‘ .
: . ! . % - .
‘ . - © -, ¢
< 7 ; . * .
/. Y- ) . ' . . - . 4 P
* L2
‘l'ahln J-Z' PARENT nrrnvma RESUL‘I'SA‘!‘HBTZMDPALHBWW!Y or _
N PARENT AND GRADE LEVEL e
. I' » - ~
. L R ~ . .
- .
) s : .
- N : 7
-~ - . CRADE .
1T ad x 1 2 . 3 s v s ]teter
- . . . R i". - = .
* 1. Bo you feel 1t 18 s goed A - , y ol L | ’
14es to heve these afides Lhu wothers  [9) 28099 [13) 2.4615  |16) 2.5000 6)3.0000 K12)2.9167 39) 2.7949 )4
L’ ;' yous child’s Scheol? ? scthers [7) 3.0000 K10), J.ooo* 10) 3.0000 3] . K12)2.7360 31) 2.8065)*
2 "'.'."‘“' = . . 0 31,0000 7)3.0000 _ [19) 2.947
3. Yo la (athers Y1) 3,000 K 1) 3.000 §3) 3. — “1)3,9600 5000 5000
e : - T M . :
!. [ nn foel that these . :
']~ aldes tn your child'e u..n.&bcu_m,lam_ﬂﬂ_ldﬂl,_ ! u&zm_PJm_%Ln_Lm_ 8]s8
ochool are deing o good . [Pals mothers X6) 2.6667 [10) 2.7000" [1G) 2.7000 X 7) 2.8571 & 3 F S TEH 12) 2.6667 [30) 2.6667
1o0? . . _ *
(™ K8) 27500 H 6) 2.8333 k%) % Ln_hm_ (N 2.8971  K19) 2.8947
2. Can't decide Pols fothers K1) 3.0000 [( 1) 3.0000 [ $) 2. — K 1) 3.0000 | 3)°3.0000 [10) 35337!
- 3. Yes 3 ‘ v :
*. D5 you like the fdes of N
- . (12) 3.0000 X379 3.0000
your child lesrniwi to Vetz mothers ¥9) 3,0000 1(13) 13,0000 | .
read b:’vr!tlmuor!u Palm sothers  K7) 3.0000 (9)‘3-‘0000’ (10) 2.9000 K 7) 3.0000 4)3.0000  K12) 7.4333 K30y 1.8
o [« about 5 owm experiences . v
fa Mets fothers [(4) 3.0000 _Q)z_low (_)__:__oooo 4) 2.5000 " K2) 3.0000 7) 2.8571 f18) 2,944
s, 4 tdeanr” . Pals fothers K1) 3 (1)73.0000 (5) 28000 = Ja) 3.0 T iy o) 2.7900
1. Cea't droddE - . . )
- . Yes o . ‘- e - - . 7 s - - ——
= " 14 |Metz socnérs  f9)-2.u ja2) 2467 7)_2.3000 4) 2.5000  Ke) 1.3600 (12) 2.303  [38) 23684
. Do you fee] your child s "m" S () Wm
““reads se well se he D : . N s : ’
$hould be reading? Wors fatbers J(4) 2.2 2 (1) 3.0000 ] 5
- 2. Con't docide ale fathers [(1) 1. (1) 1.0000 $) 2.0000 ~>—— K1) 1.0000 [ 4)2.0000 XI1) 1.9091
3. Yes . § - . . § - 7 - ! 4
5. Ras your c:ll:‘brooﬁit ‘ - !
home say of the steries ’ . 2) 2.8) 38) 2.3%84
o k91666 (12)_2.6667 0) 2. 4) 3.0000 §) 2.0000 12) 3 .
::‘;: he ";““ in schobi E‘ ‘-mz‘ 6) 2.3333 K 9} 2.3333 | R 7) 2.7143 IS Lsgo_mzﬂz_m,-
} year ) (9) 4,339 : L
2, Gt getite |~ bete tnchers  Jot2 1. (6) 2.6667 _l( ) 1) 3.0000 -§3) 1.6687 l(7) 2,851 koo) 2 45004
- " _Xatm _{athers _ I(1) 3.0000 _1(1) 3.0000 _ '( 5)1. . oo (D1 C 6) 3:0000 K1) 2.6364 |
- )
i ' o -
. Do you fect your child '
reads better Chie yeor (12)_2.5833 10) 2. [ &) 2.5000 [ 6) 2.9 12) 2.6667 684
:u.,:m yoar? o [( %) 2-1111 7K10) 2.3000 [ 7) 2.4286 K 3) 2.0000,  K12) 2.4167 [28) 2.3929 |
- _ 3. Ceat dectée (6) 2,833 02,000 k13 000g . 6667 7 3.0000  [20) 2.8300
=~ 3 Yes 2 (1) 3.0000 _K'$)2.0000 — "X 3) 2.3333_)10) 2.5008
. 3 - :o you feel yowr :hi‘id ﬂ MY -
¢ more isterested 6) 2.66¢7 (31 2.2838
resding this yesr them (&) 2,0000 {12) 2.4167 _¥29) 2.4138
last? - N N . i
1. do . .
;. ;::':iocu‘ slm fathcre [ 1) 2.0000 K 4) 2.2%0 (11} 2.54%%
! Tote] Scores . otal Metsz ; ' =
1. ue hers 9) 17.7593 [(aryy 11)_18.8 4000 [ §) 18.0000 2) 19, ) 18.48
e ccras oshers N300 J11) 1808 [3) 19.4000 [ 6) 18.00 ) J10) 19:3000_Yi0) 10490
. 3. Yoo her &) 17,6383 1 6) 19,6467 1:1)21.0000  (3):8.f067  f12) 17.750 [31) 17.6435
\ * _[Total Metz AR - ‘
. . fashec 1) 18,4706 | J10) 18,3000 [ 7Y 18.%71¢ 43 15,9000% K 7) fy. 8321 1
.. - fathers (1) 17.0000 1)49.0000 ¥ 3) 1s.2000 A — [ 1) 16.0000 * ¥ 47 18.2500 [11) 17.90%1
» / : N
. N ;, . P -
o ﬂf‘ M * - p] -"7.‘.‘ 4
. . s Mo
- - d 3
. ¢ . . !
L] \ . . -
. f\ .
; 202 %
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F_PARENT- INTERVIEW INSTRUMENT
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The Project Assist parent.ipterview (was'administered in estrly May 1974
to a sample of ten percent of the parents of students who attended °

. Metz and Palm who were chosea by random numbers. The interviews were

N\ conducted house-to-bouse by ESAA comsaund ty-d iaison peraqmei at Palm
and Metz’ schools. They yisited homes on weéekdays during and after
working houra, calling parents first for their convenience. Sampling
error may have occurred since not all parents sampled were, available
or willing to be 1nterv1eved -,\ ’

In all cases the 1nterv1ewet read the quebtim aloud to the parent(s),
interviewers met prior to the interviews with the evaluation staff for
k a discussion of interview techmiques and an explanation of each inter-
g ev question., Ways of paraphrasing the nore‘d“l.fficult questions were
dfstussed as well as correct interpretation of parents' answers.
- S8ince each questiorn was written in both English:and Spanisb, there was
also a discussion of language or “code" switching
0
The instrument consists of seven questions concerning the parents
opinions of the concept and work of the Project Assist reading aides,
the elementary reading program, and the progress of their children in
reading. The instrument was developed by the project evaluation staff
to determine the'attitude of the community toward the project. Both -
. mothers' and fathers' responses were solicited; the sex of -the parent
responding“is indicated on the forn. A copy of this instrumént is
attached to this report. -

. then marked his or her responses on the interview form. Therefore, "the

~
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LY



¢ Paret loterview :
ESAA Pilot Projoet Assiat ) -

. . AUSTIN INDFPFMDFNT SCRON, pISTRICT - .
. -
School ,
/ Det R R .
- = ,
c . . Crade - .
. _— !
e ' .

. In additipn to the buugui program, there 1s '-wthu' project at your child‘'s échool this
year called Ptqoet Assist. Project Assist is a rnu:u program which puts-tescher aides
- {n ﬁnclmroo-vlphalp thtndntt-gb rudughochﬂdm These aides were trained
. taacking resding before M;uni The school feels that ‘this extra belp in-
- o Mclmnlmamutwdnnnmtwm“tuufmnwtd

dill help .m : ’ v .

Ademds delnokt.buh;u ncﬂlmhyommuhmdcuaiﬁ
- ) Gellu-hojoetmuc hmmﬂ’luuhmmqﬂnlmmu

[
L

enrciiarles a leer s los estudiantes. los asistentes recibierca mtw en como

ensefaries s leer s 10¢ alwmos. Gon 1ce, asistentes, espeTamos 7ue cada estujimate .

: T

,. . hom!ul1tuapoduu:oh¢v‘cthuou‘uumrchtld'lubol?

tecibe mis instroecisn por adultos.
. v v, - -

L Cree ud. que un asisteats debe syudarle & 1a meestra? . -7
. Hother 1 : 2 s

+  Pather 1 2 , 3 . '
Yo Can't decide . Yes
| Indeciso 84

s g )
Compents: 4
Y C * ) “
2. Doyoufulﬂuttheuudntn rchudlnchoolnndohgnpodjob' -

-

tm ud, quy. los asistentes hacem uay buen trabajo?

Mother : 1 2 3 A
Jather 1 2 v .03
v - No Can't decide - Yes
. ) . o Indeciso 1
a Commesnta: : /

- - A 4

.

/
3. Do you like the ides of your child learning to read by writing ltortu abeut his owa
- ' experisness and 1idess!?. .
T [ - v

Md.hmumualﬁwmh'ilmp’or\upmumtndewpmuvuny
experienciss? °

Mecher 1 2 ' 3
- . Pather 1 : 2 T
o " Commpate:___*

Q . ' ) | ¢ 35 204 S.




T
Mo vouw fecl your child reads as well as he should be readin-?
5 ° -—
TiCres wly o mu nine lor tan hienw como debe?

1

' c-.:_-‘: . —

&u ywrthud brooeht howe any of the uoriu that hc wrote is school thiag year?

melo:cwquhgucduunﬁomhomh hatntdomnhuu’

. ‘ .
Dn you foel’ your child mdl better this year tham last year?
l"rlcnd.quouuno lee (mejor o peor) utcnoquclmpudo?

*

2 3
2 -

$i

Comments:
. /- , ,
Do m’f‘ul your child i{s more interested in resding this yesr thma last?

’

A n’nﬁo le gusta lesr (mds o menos) este ano que el ano pasado?
3
3

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




- APPENDIX K. - -
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. . INSTROMENT REPORT .
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Déte/Period of Admimistration;
- . [ *
- Population: w
' 4 *
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2 i
D.S Collected by
Daca Collection l&-rvud by:
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i -
. we -
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N .
Lol . 4 '
. 7’ ' ]

March and April, 1974

267 elementary snd jm high -tulu;ts )
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- the att{tudes of studénts toward the wse of' sides as instructions] ) o 1

’ “

Studants wére interviewed at each of the Project Assist schools (Metz,
Paln, and Martin) amd at the general side control schools (Brooke, v
Ortega, and Allam). Only students from grades 3, S, 6, 7,.and 8 were-
included is this survey. The putpose of the interview wis to assess _

persoungl. Interviewers werd the two classroom -observers imwolved in '
the evaluation of Project Assist and two additiomal young ddults who .
volunteered to help with the interviews. & mors complete description -
of the inmstrument used and its administration is found attached to .
this report. ’ ’ . . .

-

i ‘ - . ’ !-. ) ] .
Statistical comparisons (t-tests) were made on the student inurvfev . R

PO

data for the f&Rlowing groups:

1. All Project Assist kllééh vs. a1l

2. Project Assist junior high school vs, general aside coutrol

Jumior high, .- .

3. Project Assist elemeatary schools vs. general aide comtrol .
' : < ) )

elementary schools
4. Motz Rlemintary vs. Palm ll-n&ary

The results of these comparisons are .'foud

g-nn'l aide control schools

*
-

(both_ Pi'ojoct. Assist schools),

" RESULTS .

) ‘Stwdents at both the experimental schools and at the
schools indicated a rather positive attitude toward the side as an instruc- .

experimental junior high.(Mertin) aad the geseral auf}n;ni junior

' The grestest differemces in o'ud-':t attitudes toward their auu 'itc

students iadicated a grester willingness to ask assistaace ia reading

in the four tables attached
to this report, and are discussed below. - ' . L ..
. e . R

- ~ . . - L

al aide comtrol

tiomal person. - The only sigaificant difference found betwesn all Project
Assist students igterviewed and all coatrol students interviewed vas -
that Project Assist students weresmore likely to seek out their aides
for help in reading than the control students (see Table K-1).

This could be interpreted tha ltud-étsmehmmbdptmroum “~
iastructional aides then from som-instructiosal aides.

high (Allan) on this measire (see Table K-2). ) ) » :

observed vhen compariag the elemsntary Project Assist stideats with <he
elementsry coutrol students (see Table X-3). Control stwdents had s
strouger desire to havs both anaide and s teacher in the classroom

tham did the Project Assist studeants’ . Bowgver, slementary Project Assist

L

ot

b

: 2 : K-1 P
- S 20 .
: ‘ , H

- .
L] __ _ _ P *




'3

. » " v ' '
from their aides than did the control students. smuny, when given

a choice, the experimental students showed a greater ﬂllinpcu to choose
the aide to help tb-ndmthnduthcmmllm

ultiulmlyou,&undl’lhcm rummm and
_some diffm vere found (see Table K~4). Pala studeats indicated
thattbcyaromum,topco:haucformumhndm -
mmm-mu. ‘Likewise, Pilm students also indicated that

if given i choice.they weré mofe likely to choose the aids to tesch them
‘resding then were tbe Metz students. The total scores om studeat htq-
views indicate a differerice in favor of Palm studemts, although the dif-
fcrcnce did »ot qn:l.tc reach theroqundlmlof c:lpificua ;

~
< 4 M -
.

K-2

\C""
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STUDENT INTERVIEW RESULTS COMPARING ALL EXPERIMENTAL , *

Table K-1:
S~ 7' . SCHOOLS (MARTIN, PALM, AND METZ) WITH ALL GENERAL AIDE
o _ CONTROL SCHOOLS (BROOKE, ORTEGA, AND ALLAN), -
S ~ . [ ProBaBILITY| -
. - P
| - IZEF ‘ - ‘GROU? MEAN ‘N LEVEL
64 Would you rather have an aide Controlf - 1,7925 | 106 .191
and g teacher in your rodm, or o , by
just a teacher? | Experi-| -
1 Teacher mental: 1.7179 | 156 - '
* 2 'Aide and teacher '
10. If you need help in reading, . Control] 1,1238 | 105 004 %
who in ti room do” you usually e A
- 8° to for helg Tl Experi- . : o
"3 1 Teacher ' mental 1.4586 }.157
i 2 Aide or teacler ' . .
3 Aide -
¥~ T
12. "o you get more he}p when the _Comtroll- 2.%791 | 109 .663 ’
3 teacher’ and the ‘aide 3ré in - )
the ropm, than when just the Experi- . .
teacher is there? * 1 2,4304 | 158 3
1 Ro* . e : -
2 Nat sure : ¥ -
3 Yes - D .
13. If you had a choice, who would |-Control| 1.4630 | 108 .203
you like to teach you reading? o
1 Teacher Experi-
2 Aide or teacher mental 1.6178 | 157
3 Aide S - .
16.° When your aide’ is in the room, | Control| 2.2477 | 109 .862
does the teacher ever have more .
N time to work with you? Experi-
1 No . mental 2.2278 | 158
2 Maybe ’ , ‘ ‘
3 Yes
18. Would you like to have an aide Control [ 2.7248 | 109 .783
again next year in your room? . * - 1
-1 No Experi- K
2 Maybe mental 2,7025 | 158
3 Yes . ) -
/‘ TOTAL SCORE Control | 11.7248 | 109 .369
Experi- '
* o tnenta-lJ 12, 0190 158

. 2 .
* The difference between the two groups is statistically significant.

X-3

.-




~e

STUDENT INTERVIEW RESULTS COMPARING EXPERIMENTAL JUNIOR <

.
0
-

able K-2:
\\ ’ HIGH (MARTIN)'WITH THE GENERAL AIDE CONTROL JUNIOR
AN
. \ PROBABILITY
1 . ITEM . LEVEL . P .
‘6. Would you rapher have an aide MARTIN 1,7907 | 43 .611
and a teacher in your room, or . \
just a teacher? R ALLAN 1.7400\ 50
1 Teacher \ '
2. Aide and teacher .
10. If you need help in reading, | MARTIN | 1.2222 as\ . .702
who in the room do you usually . - ' '
go to for help? ’ ALLAN - 1,3000 | 50
1 Teacher
2  Aide or teacher
3 Alde .
12. .Do you get more help whem the MARTIN 2.4444 | 45 7 -+.731
teacher Md the aide are in j LI P
the room, ‘than when just the ALLAN 2,3800 | 50
teacher is there? - ' . E
1 Ro ~ ‘
2  Not sure . .
3 Yes . - :
13. If you had a choice, who would MARTIN ! 1.6222 | 45
- you like to teach you reading?
1 Teacher - ALLAN ~1.7000 | 50 } .723
2+ Aide or teacher -
3  Aide S .
16,  wihien your aide is in the room, MARTIN 2.0222 | -45 .626
does the teacher ever have more .
time to work with you? L ALLAN 12,1200 50
1 Neo . R I )
) 2  Maybe. :
3 Yes ‘
18. Would you like to have an aide MARTIN 2.577? 45 .908
' agatm) next year in your room? i .
1 No . "ALLAN } 2,5600 | 50
2  Maybe ~ . '
3 Yes . . - '
TOTAL SCORE / MARTIN | 11.6000 | 45 ! .
" . i .
& | ALLAN | 11.8000 | 50 764

No significamt diffe\renc?were found between the two groups.
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Table

K-3: NTE
METZ AND P

4

WITE FLDENTASY GE
SCHOOLS (BROOKE AND ORTEGA) - -

3

Would you rather have an aide

Brooke &

"and a teacher in your room, or: | Ortega 1.8393] 56 .038 *
,Just a teacher? - v ’
*'1. Teacher Palm & - .
2 Aide and téacher Metz 1.6903} 113
10, 1f you-'need help in read}ng, Brooke & ‘ —
who in the room do you usually |Ortega -| .9636} 55 (‘
go to for help? ot . - f' *
1 Teacher Palm & 1.5536] 112 '
2 Aide or teacher - Metz i
' 3 Aide
12. Do you get more help when the LBrooke,& . . .
g teacher’and the aide are in Ortega 2,55931 59 .316
* the room,, than when just the
- teacher is there? Palm & } - .
1 Fo - - Metz 2.42481 113
"2 Not sure ey y
. 3 Yes . ad
- ERRE
* 13. I1f you had a choice, who would | Brooke & |, )
« you like to teach you reading? | Ortega 1.2586| 58 .016 *
- 1 Teacher )
2 Aide or mher .| Palm & .
) Aide - |Metz ] 1.6161) 112
‘ “3x : ] ]
- Ji6. When your aide is in t‘r room, | Brooke & .
do€s the teacher ever have more | Ortega 2.3559] 59 77
. time to work with you? )
1" No Palm & . 3
2 Maybe-\ Metz 2.3097§ 113
3 Yes - \ '
Would you like to have an aige | Brooke & | ,
again. mext year -in your t‘bon” Ortega 2.8644 59{ .2258
1 No - v .
2 Maybe . . o Palm & B
3 Yes - - Metz Z.75221 113
TOTAL SCORE Brooke & {11.6610 59
- o  Ortega - 145
T Pala &
Metz 12,1858 ) 113

This difference was

(-4
'

K-5

211

. i ! A
statistically significant,
.~ ‘ . - .
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Tableé -4 : STUDKNT INTERVIEW RESULTS COMPARING METZ-AWD PALN

¢

- : ) - g
con .t Probability

6. VWould you rather e an . +1.7727 .
aide llldl'. teache 1lll,v\ i .356
your room, or jyst a . .
teacher? -, 1.6703
1 Teacher o :

2 Aide and teacher

If you need belp {n
-xeading, who in the '
room do you usually go
for help? -

1 Teacher ’ .
2 Alde or teacher' :
3 Adde )

2

12. * Do you get more help whea
the teacher and the aide
are in’ the zoom, than -
vhen just thé teacher is | . 2.4176

) » there? - :

s >
t sure
. u ‘

13. If you had a choice, who 1.2857
wpuld you like to teach )

"you reading? : T

"1 Teacher o - 1.6923

*2 Aide or_teacher ' ’

3 Adde

.

16. When your aide is in the . 2.2727
room, does the teacher
| ,ever have more time to .
wvork with you? 2,3187
1l Mo : .
2 Maybe
3 Yes

“

B8, Would you 1ike to have . 2.8182
an’ aide again next year
in your room? : .
1 o . S 2.7363 .
2 Maybe . .

3 Yes a

TOTAL SCORE Metz 11.4545 | 22

F . '069
Palm . 12.3626 91 .

—-

t

. - * THe differences between the two groups arc'étauldically significant.

25.'\“1
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ADMINISTRATION AND DESCRIPTION OF ENT INTERV INSTRUMENT * .
— P = :

- »~ 'y

- The Project Assist student interview w'as given to studgents at Metz, .
Palm, and Martin Junior High, and to an equal number o; students at -

. Brooke, Ortega, and Allan Junior High, At the Junior highs, studen'tﬁa;ﬂ""”w

at all grade leyels (6,7 & 8) were interviewed; oply third and frfth -
. graders were interviewed at the elementary; schdols. At each school
- fifteen students were interviewed individpLIIy “at each of these grade
-levels, ‘ Y o ' .

’1

. . L/
Observers from thé project evaluation st@—z{stere&the instru- »
. ment ip mid-spring, 1974, Students were sen by random numbers from
~ the rolls of each school., Teachers were advised of the -need to inter- N,
view-students and cooperated by excusing them for 15-20 minutes from '
class., The interviews always took place im: the pnearest quiet place
where students would not be overheard, often in‘a corner of* the .
school library. No special training was used, but the observers prac-
ticed the, interview with several students as @ "trial run" before in-
. .. terviewing the study subjects.

.
v

Problems with the interview administration weke frequent but not
critical. Students were often absent or had chinged classes. In
these cases more students were randomly selected; Somefimes teachers
were testing or were otherwise unwilling to rel their students,
This caused some delays but ne serious ptoblems} o

. .

;. The instrument was a series of 18 questions developed by the Project
A‘,ssist eoordinator and eveluation stdff. Some items were designed to: .
help the student feel talkative and at ease, 6thers to camouflage the
critlcal questions on teacher”jides and readtng. The remaining six

. key, questions which were ‘thie only ores to be coded for data -analysis

" concerned the students’ opipi«:ms!,o';g.gr teachex aides. K
» . . ¢ ol . . v
The interview was designed specifically to measure student. opinion in
light of the following process. objective: "Students will have a favor-

able attjtude towary:the use ot aides as instructional reading aides.' -

. A copy of this instrument is attached to this. report. P \
. \ -
- JEA ¢
’ Y % \ . -, //
% , . :\ % . -
) ) '
* \ . . f:.ii‘\\-

) 3 \\ . ’
n\\ .
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AUSTIN mnwem)vm SCHOO). DI§TRILI‘
Office of Evaluation _ .»-
! PROJECT ASSIST ~ , .

4

STUDENT ““INTERVIEW

Student . ) ‘ " School

. What grade are you in?

‘ 2, what is your teacher's name?

3, " What "is your aide's name? .

.

8. what subject do you like best in=s;:hoof‘!_ _

5. wha‘! rsubjetlzt ‘,c;a yn;l.h'avc U‘le most trognble-wﬁ'Fh fu school? -

" 6. Would ylm rather have an aide and a teacher in your room, or just a'teackeri‘
- I, . 2 c i

. Teacher + . Aide. and teacher

‘7. Uho. teaches y;m reading? - 7 . .

«

RN

3 S

- 8. wWhat do you not like about your t'\e'achér?

* .

’

.

"3 What do you not like abom: you:; aidc"

)

T ____10. 11- you need hc.lp in roadLﬂg, vho in ﬂ\e room do you uaually go to for help. -

1 . 2 3
P J‘eacher . Alde or teacher Alde - Other

' o7 '
What would vou like to do when you ?.row up?

> [ 4
Do you get more help when thc teacher and the aide are In fhc,room than
when just the teacher 1s there? = .
j | 2 3
< No " ©  Not sure © Yes

e ' 4 .
It you had 4 choicd, who would 'you like to teach you reading}
. | I 2 3
Téacher Aide or- teacher Aide . ther:
What does the aide do that the teacher doesn't do in your r om!’
: ' AY
How many bOpks have you-read this year?
A
When your aille is in the room, does the teacher ever have mord
with you? \
\. 1 .2

NT No ) ’ . Maybe

P

i .
] M .

Would yous like o have an\aide agaln next year tn your room”

1 \ P | g

PO

No | Mayb 21{7 . Yes
, < .




. N M
' o - ‘ N -
- > - N - .
- ~ «
. = . ' . N .
’ ’ -_ - .
. "
t Al - .
— .
-~
v
4 . ,
v
, » B
d
- , ’ - ' -
“
r »
*
- h i » ST
- R .
s - L
;
2
- -
. -
“
3 ]
‘ -
[ L]
I - — e — e — .

©  APPENDIX L ‘ Y
INSTRUMENT REPORT

) AIDE QUESTIOMMATRE REPORT ’ S

Date/Period of Administration: October, ‘1974

Population: o Project Asaist aidés at Paln Hetz, Hnrtj.n
. T and Auan Schools

Data Collected By: ; Office of Evduat{on Staff

Data Collectidn ‘Supervised By: Office of ‘Evaluation
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»  INTRODUCTIQN

-

——

Mets Project Assist aides had a moTe posive response to almost all the E
items than did the other aides at Metg (ESAA Bilfngual/Bicyltural aides, '~
.— —~Title I aides, AISD aides) (see Table 1. ‘

!
e
VTS

)

A questionnaire was administered to aides at the Project Assist schools
: “in October, 1973, This questionnaire was designed to measure the degree
of cooperation and acceptance aides had .found -among the regular school
N staff, A more detailed nerrative of the“admini stration and description
ofthioiutm-mtio_ﬁoundatthcmdol,thinwu. The aide P
‘Tesponses are described ‘below, : - ‘

3 : )

-

- There was little difference betiween Pala Project Assist aides and other

Palm gides to the questionnaire items, -Palmyaide responses to item #7 )
* indicate that at the beglaning of the year (October) Palm teachers did
+ Dot understand what Project Assist aides were capable of doing as well

& they understood what the other h;-,u@u:\i./biuuu ‘were (see

Table L-2),

-
\ .

It was poni'blz to compare Martin aides with Allan aides- (see- Table L-3),
“0f almost all items the Project Assist reading-aides (Martin) gave more
positive responses than did the untrained general aides (Allan).: Mart{n

-

ey

- ’\ 3 / ° ' )
At the beginning of the first project J_ur, Project Assist aides reacted . )
positively to questions about the ‘cooperation and acceptance extended s}

them by their respective school staffs., It would

vruding aides
aides,

Project Assist aides were not compsred to other Martin aides, bocau.u
there were so few other aides at that school. . - :

.
-—

cht more accepted by teachers then




Table L-1: METZ AIDES' RESPONSES TO AIDE QUESTIOMSATRE TYEMS, OCTOBER, 1973

’
¢ s . €«

1. My tedchers uko the t:l.-o to plan vith me, OHe, Ay B-o,,
. . . . €5
My tuchers g:lve we freedom in the classroom, ' \

I feel that my tucl;u-"u'c eonﬂdcnt in wy ability.

I ful free to bjfet sujgestions to the tuchor
I can talk to my ;&chcr nbout probl.a
Generally, my relationship with -y teachers is very .good;
My teachers know whet I1mam Mle of doing. «
l Gc:ne\rl'l.‘l:y, ny ua‘eherl/dc; not; overvork me,
Generally, my teachers do not unc!a:uork ne,

The prj.gcipal makes me féel 1q6rt:¢nt to the school,

In gmrnl I l.ike worktng at t.ho school,
Iful‘l-mhporﬂntpartofthelchoolu-

Ths coordinitor really cares about my .uj:cop as an aide.

,('.. . / .

0.0, 1.0 2.0 ]
Completely ’

. Digagree N




-

Table L-2: PALM AIDES' RESPONSES TO AIDE QUESTIONNAIRE fmcs, 0CTO;E3. 1973 .
L ' ‘ ‘

l.rl!y;eaehan take the tinui:ophﬁvithu. )

2. My teachers give me freedom in the classroom..

3. I feel that my:-teachers are confident inj'y ability.
. I feel free to offer suggestions to the teacher. -

4
. . K
5. 1 can talk to my teacher about probl.-.
_:; 6. Generally, my relationship with -yc teachers is very $ood,
7. My teachers know vhat 1 aa capable of doing.
8. Generauy, ny tuchcrn do not ovemrk me,
9. Genen].ly, ny tuchern do not undemrk u.
10, The princip.l nkeu ne ful i-portant to the achool

11. In general, I 1ike ng at the school. k

1‘2 -1 feel that I an an !.lportant part of the school team.

3. The coordinam really cu:eu about my success as an aide,

3

T 30
Completely -
Disagree . .
.o . . AIDE RESPONSES l
' :
' 1
. a4 \ : .
< / . 5 | }
215 - ~ .
L-3 .



1. Wy tuduu :lko the t!.n to pln with me,

2. l!y’tuc‘hu.give-frndminthcclﬂoml

3, 1 fu’l_. that my to.c&rg are eonﬂdcnt in my cbuit'y.'
4 'I_"tul fre& to offer mé‘gutim.to the fuchcr.

;7. Hy tucherknu'hatl am capable of doing.
8. Wdly, -}toacbon do not ovcmrk =e,
{

9. Gcmrd.ly, -y teachers do ot \indcwrk e,
10, The pﬂ.ncipul nakes me foel tqorunt co the school.

11. In‘m

12, Ifonl t;lut;[-nnl.-pottmtpu’tot the school team.
13: The coord:l.mt.or really cmc nbout -yvmm- & an aide.

Y

5. I‘clnulktély uwhu‘abouzrobl-c
R Guurally, -y relationship with my

tmhotn:l.ovorypod

I 1ike vorklnt at the lchool.

- Vo

1 o 2.0 * R 3.0 .4.0 b ) 500
Completely , ) ] _ ) Completely
- Diusru ' : L Agree
. ~AIDE RESPONSES ,
* Y ‘
N ‘ -~
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_ , con . . N L ;e o

: AND DESCRIPTION OF AIDE STIONNAIRE FORM : t

, . experimental and control schools. .The questionnaire was delivered
; . to the schools by the:project evaluation staff in October 1973. The
‘aides coqleud the forms on their ovn time. . . “~

i ~ . The Afde Qulti.onnaire vas 31m to all rudins and gcnernl cidea at °

' : There was one problem which could have affected the validity of the
: data. There was a very low return from two of the experi.-enul schools
(8 returns out of a possible 14). . This situation was' due to the pro- ~
‘ cedures used by the. projcct evaluation staff to retrieve the cqlct
| ] . quutionnd.tu.

. . ... The questtqnuiro conuoted of thirteen questions conserned ‘with the
aides' feelings about their work, their ochool, the teachers they
' | gy WOTkEd with, and the project coordinator. They were asked to rate
) their feelingo onal- 5 scale (1= definitely diusree 5 = definite-

ly -sru)r ’ g .

‘put fro- the coordinator. It was designed to obtain formative eval-
| uation information for the cpordinator.

| - EX X - -

i ' The queotlomire was- developéd by the Office of Evhlnttion staff with—

.

P The questionnaire was not standardized. ‘ - ' -
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: Data Collected By:
. Data Collection Supervised By:
t . s )
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Mid Spring, 1974

All Teachers Who Worked With Project
Assist Aides at Metsz, Palm, and Martin
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Office of Bvaluation -

o

%
g -

..
) . -, N
—
i -y
-
‘ .
.
+
.
- A\l
) »
-
+ A
. = 1 .
°
&~




v{/

4

Y

s

mtmumuu,u and Palm and all Mertis teschers vho worked with
Project Assist aides were iaterviewed in midepring, lﬂt’uverdthéﬁ
close of ths first project year by evaluation staff.. The purpose of '
these interviews was to determine teachsr reactions to the prograa

“and to cl!.cit Wm for improvisg the project during its
t

ioas wvere summarised by school ead published
ia thru lSMProject Assist Formative Bvaluation Reports -~ 24, 88,
and 2C. mmun!mdtotboqmulormuuud
responses to the interview questioms.

mtouovhgmz&ouathttobruﬂyducdbomm
to questions asked duriag the interviewy, ndviuyomtutuytm
noted ia tuchtr attitudes concerning Project Assist.

WHAT PERCENT OF SCHOOL TIME EACH DAY DOBS PROJECT ASSIST AIDE

srmm. ARIOUS ACTIVITIES)? . .
Tuchummumutodhlubyo&ool: ‘

Metz Palm. lhrth ~ .
58.89  77.24 ~  66.9 s. Reinforcing and/or tutoring small’
. . . groups or individuidls.
19.38  14.A1  14.0 b, Instruction w of large or
. ' total groups. ‘.
’ -~ ¥
7.55 4t41 1.8 c. Msking materidls for .iutmtm
.61 . 10e¢ 1.2 & Making materials for display.
1.0 .° 4k6 . 7.8 e. Clerical duties (grading,-dittoing).

.25  0.88 7.9 " f. Other.

Teachers at all three p;ojoct schools said that h,dmhing
instruction” was the greatest assistance provided by Project Assist -
aides. Other frequently voluntesred responses vere: making -mhh,
clerical duties, reinforcing skills, msking decisionsxtakimg over for

‘teacher, somstimes, droduch. the pupil/teacher ratio.

L 4
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*DO_YOU R ( PROJECT ASS HAS BEEN EFFECTIVE AS AN -
Ins ING AIDE? / ) i

"‘r'uchcr responsd to this question vas very positive — Mets teachers

averaged 4.70 on ‘this scale, Palm 4.41, snd Martin 4.42. TFrom these .
responses, it could be couciuded that imstructional reading aides .
vere ‘accépted by their teachers as churou ructional personnsl.

‘ -

$) WITH YOUR ASSIST READING

AIDE? ‘
‘ruchcnnotod had experienced problems with their aides in the
. following areas:. and tardiness, not having thé afde long

enough, lov resding levels of some aides, -inadequate aide trainimg
in reading iastruction, ndnotmhphniu tt-cv:l.dlthca:ulo.

y Qs\ﬁ

- ' ’ ) -
mwm‘mwnmmnnmmmmmu

'AIWAIDI? . e

Teachers stated théy had expérienced the following muZmu- 1ia
adjusting to workiag with an instructiosal aide: simply sdjuwsting
to snother instructional person in the classroom, planning for the
aide and finding time for .this, nd grouping for imetructiom by two

_ persons.

. »

-

NYWMMWM“MM“MAMW.‘
HWMYMMDDMYWl

/ L)
Project teschers were not sure whisther their students' interest in
reading had increased this year. Mets teachers' average rating was
3.2, Palm 3.14, and Martia 3.4. Martin teschers thought their students'
Minm“uthdlqmﬁmthndu&umtahmﬂ

WWLMN““AWBSMMH‘!MMMWM?

No. of responses 50 1 4
Yes o Undecided

: .
The great majority of prqject teachers wint to have a Project Assist

" aide in-their room sgain next year. Of the -55 teachers vho were inter-

viewed, 9umrod1uto:'huquuttol. The only "no" response
tndicated she already had an aide, and one was enough. '

) Xat




'-mmxmuntosizummlssmuugn_mm
. SCHOOL STAKTS 70 DO THE POLLOVING THINGS: -

rmmm'muwmmum;ofmt&ue
' - { teacher interview formative reports. Censrally, tesachers indicated.

J

that all the topics coversd ia: MeefSirst.year's aide training prograa
ware appropriate, and made the following suggestioms for additional
topics: - how to manage time aad work faster, clsssroom and, discipline
manageneat, lesson plamming, and Lumen relations techniques. .

4 .

THAT PROJECT ASSIST MICHT SUPPLY YOU WITR? imuﬁu'm,
JUST A .

would be welcoms. Project staff reggomsidle for supplyiag these
nmm.mdimtdummfomunrmmfotm
specific dfrection éa selecting materials.
& - .
. -4 ;
- [

VEAT HAS BEEN THE MOST BENEFICIAL EFFECT OF PROJECT ASSIST IN YOUR

Teachers indicated that. individualisddifnstuuctéomeins:the-gresisst
benefdt of Pro Assist. Other bensfits sentioned wers materials,
aev reading ¢ultm, bilingual ty aides,for students to
Sdeitify with, relief and assistsints for the tescher da-the form
of aides. - :

’ X

WHAT HAS BEEN YOUR BICGEST DISAPPOINTMENT WITE PROJECT ASSIST?

Taachers 1nd1Cated thay 1sedequats SENL.SUGENING, aile schedule problems,
inconvenient inservice and meeting times, inadequats tescher training,

aide sbeenteeisn, and inadequate program sdministraticn and coordinsgtem _
at school lsvels were dissppointments to teschers duting the first - -
project year. . ' , .

1 -

DO YOU HAVE mmmmmmmmtwmﬂ.,
LIKE TO MAXE ‘ v
Abou_t-n dnal‘mﬂcro( posittve comments and suggestions were msde.
Seggestions !oeuudongcun_hg, biring, and sssignment of new aides, .

2 ,
~ .

-

' t
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aide traiu:ln; t training, rudingcnrricnluudlnynjoct
schools, materials, and” ‘program sdministrstion. The positive
eo-unrcm.qmdouot sppreciation for the prograa
mdahcudchtthcmhdmabmﬁcm.ﬁoctm
its first year.

,Progt-ndochoolmmlugltmly urgod to review the thres
formative reports which report tescher responses to thess isterview
in much greateér detail. There is much "miscellsnbous”
hfot-tionhthucrqoruvhichmubcmhd;m.om
responsible for staff development, materials nl.ocu.on, supervisios;
nd sdministration ot Projscy Assist. X
Thcubhuthetollwlnme_umcuch\ntﬂ-mm
the attainmeat of sevsrel of the program objectives.

L4

*

\ . . .
LR -




- ',

Table M-1: 'SUMMARY OF TEACHER OPINION CONCERNING THE ATTADMENT OF

. v . . ) o

OBJECTIVE EVIDENCE

Improved studeut ‘interfst :- —4 Pgsject teachers feel this is ...

c'{{
-

in reading

/

<

.| probably not happening. They feel

|

that this ysar's studeants have about
the same imterdst in reading as
their students had lsst year (see
page M-2 of this appendix). Teacher
perceptions indicate that this
objective was probably mot: met.

will each work at least
of school classtime in
activities.

Project teachers percetwe.that-Projecd®
Assist aides are spending sbhriesst -
902 .eficethool time in dizeet imstruc-
tional comtact with students (see
page M-1 of this appendix). Teacher
perceptions indicate that this ob- -
jocu.n, is being met.

ttitude toward use of -aides
instructional reading °

A

Teachers will have a favoraBle’

Project teachers feel quite -trongly
that their Project Assist aides
have done a good job as imstruc- :
tional aides (see hage M-2 of this
sppendix). Teacher perceptions -
indicate that this objective is
being met.

T rs -will effectively use
in re.ding cct%vitiu.

-

Project teschers perceive that the
Project Assist aides have been most
useful by helping to individualize .
reading instruction (see pageg M-1
and M-3). Assuming that "indivi-
dualizing instruction” is an effec-
tive use of aides, teachers perceive
that this ob”ctin is being met.

)
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AIDE INTERVIEV REPORT ~— - .
P\\
Date/Period of Administration: - Late Spring, 1974
Population: ‘All Project Assist Aides at Palm,
) Metz, and Martin )
Data (ollected By: . Evaluation Staff
L -
Pata Collection SupeFvised By: Office of Evaluation
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‘ INTRODUCTI% :

The aide interviews vere conducted by Project Auiot

May, 1974, t
27 quéstions. ‘\Each of those questions and t
’ ix, reported by school. ' No anal

fom{d in this
ies were done on these responses. <,

|

. detail. m:n .
Their observat and suggestions to contribute to an even stronger,
more successful project year. .

-
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3
What grade level(s) do you teach?
T 9 .
Palm - Metz . : Martin
Grade .. - fAides Crade #Aides Grade #Aides -
KT - T K 1 “6€h - 3
1st 1 lst 1 7th 8
- 2nd 1 2nd "1 8th 5
3rd 1 * 3rd 1 e
., 4th 1 " 4th 1 . (Martin aides work
;7 \sth 1 5¢h - . 1 with more than ome
. . grade level)
Co / -
v,\ With bow many teachers do you work? ,
Palm - '2.66 teachers/aide - ;
Metz 3 30 tcachete/aide .
" Martin 2.9 :eachera/aide -

8

Paln

‘

Metsz

Martin

8,

Palm

—

2

56.83%

27,592

6.50%

iietz ’ Harti';n" ' ..

45.332 69.222 a. hinforcing and/ot tutoring mll
groups or individuals.

24.17%°  18.00% ° b. Instructional supervision of large '
or total groups. .. . -

10.00Z. 2.67% c. Making materials for- instruction.

10.832 1,227 d: Making matertals for display.

©11.63%7 8 89! - e, Clerjcal duties (grading, dittoinmg).
- - f. Other. -

-

.6 years experieﬁge

0 years experience

.6~ years experience

‘What percentage of each day ~o:lo you spend in:

o/ -

-
[}

/

3. Hhvlgany years experience as an>aide have you had before this year?

4
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Have you seen any i.me-ut in chil.dren s reading this year that
you could attribute to yonr vork?
e ]
. ‘ Palm
. ™ 1
~ No Uncertain - Yes

e e e e 4

* What work _have you done with tlu- tlnt you feel made the difference"

13

Individual attention thnt kids couldn’t receive in churoon,
aide used a wide range of word attack skills and general resding
. techniqueo, nost :l-porugt was individual régular attention.

Civing them indivigus] attention. Often children came to aide
to get explanation of things couldn't understand. .

‘ Aide"did better with one student only; three maximum for effec-
vstiveework. Own materialg (made by aide) ‘Were noticeably more
- effective. _ . -

[ 8 <.

Playing reading games made a lot of difference, readipg from a
reader vas good when done with indidiwual help. Lots of pa-
tience helped Work outside -the room vas often necesury. Some
work wasted in crowded classroom. .

Consonant and vowel practice in English, and the same in 8pa§ush.

J’honetic practice with kids including iniml aud final '.ound:.

" Metz ’
| - 1 . o111

No Uncertain - Yes e

N .
y , ' .
What work have you done with them that.you feek made the difference?

Aide has used the sounding-out of words, especially focusing on
vowels: results felt in spelling as well gs reading. Kids needed
much confidcnce, gotten by boing told r¢p$tedly that they re
doing well.

Too new to judge. L - ]

L 2

/‘J"his aide 18 not responslble for school readh‘\“ﬁ'/in-
struct.lonc

Heigr'ng tifea "sound out words, reviewing words, listening to
]

'y then read™s -

v . -

lndividual wvork and repetition, many question s.
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\ ;' . > » A ‘
[ - .
’ IS . T (1111
Mo %’ -Uncertain P Yes -

What work have you'done vith them that you feel made_phe difference?

Aide makes-sure that;klda—ﬂo their work. Largely because of
effective disciplinery tactics, often with free time as a reward
_for work. ) . )

. M . -

Morking with flash cards, Dolch words; used dictionary a lot. .
Just reading books and stories. -Having a 6th grade reading

’ lab helps. e
Explaining to them to their own time (individualiziag in-
\ gtruction). Using soft music helped some students to work.

Working in small groups has helped. Working closely with children.

_Having thes re-do their work until 1it's correct. . 4

Mostly discipline work with them. Then they have gotten down to
work. They must learn to follow imstructions befote they can work

K )
E¥ncouraged independent learnisg.

.Speaking ‘Spanish vith them, translating for them. I just 'got out
of school (am 19 years old myself); some other aides have for-
gotten how to do some of the stuff. .,

. has helped. My being Mexican-American did help, because I could
» _approach them and 1 knev them. thingk they had fun learning when
they were.with me. v -

Lo . - . .
) » Working with them in-emall groups is better for them. They will
- all get involved. If I use Controlled Resder as a game, they.
@ i get 1 & lot more. I give points and have rules. They
this system. Teachers and students 1ike this approach.
even used money for prizes occasionally. This game ap-
h vorks best with lower levels. Even shy students will
nd Chemselves enthwsiastic abougpit. ! .

»

.

The indivedualized approach (small groups, two 1natmctio;ul people

. '

L r.-

o

"
.
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Hhat training do you think a Project Assist aide working at your

: yrlde levol needs?

e

. Palm

- — 4
#

Thorough reading techniques, training with teachers so aides and
teachers understand, and so reading terms are common between aide
and teacher (avoids limmder-tauling) Dupostfc skills- very
importanat. —

'Phonetlc skllls. motivating skills, truning with g-e- as in

this year 's gue uorbhopa. . -
L)
: 4
Half lst- grade kids haven't ever been to .school. Many are afghid,
don't see teacher figure as helper, but punisher, at least uatil
you get to know them. Aide should know how to do this. Next, aide
should know hov to ‘test them, fimd out what they know. 7‘

Phenics should be emphasized; how and where to get uter‘l'als" how
to plan with teac - and the tmhcrl need ttut training too

Training in givina, tndividual 1ns:muon in r.aguoh and Spanish,
speclﬂcally vith consonants, vowels, snd diphthong inventories. <
Also, How to use -games, not just making them. LEIR booke were not

explained by levéls. The LEIR levels for &deh book were explained ’

incorrectly, ~ 4 R
. ’ / } . .

Explain work in more detail, notably LEIR program {(for which aides

wvere supposed to get a notebook that they never got).

, o Metz .
Mostly in the major reéading skills and techniques; (materials

need to be introduced)..” Show aide step by. step how to intro-
duce the- Yowels, vhat rules /;o use, and what rulu to tell or

. not to tell tbe kids.

-

G.E.D. training seems to bc"ufflclut. M~—

Difficult question- spend time vlt‘h tuchcr in gmenl pre-
paration. . ,

More pract.ice on phonetics and sounds . L o

2

. Not sure - something in hqguagc' area, lncluding pnnctutiat;.

Start from beginnfng. Learn how to gct along with kid-. express
yourself, and be liked by them, .

-
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P . i Marrin ]
. . : "+ How to use a grade book;, cherk roll, how” to, cope vith an as-
e sigumtinthemepf‘abouceofatuchq ) ] :
i . ‘ : More traiming im=all kipds of r.uling and b;lfch nteruls.
- - Aloo of speech (adverbo sdjectives, etc. ) .
L. . ' Whatever field (English 10 nne) the side is assigned $°> she
‘ should be gfven training in. I could have used more training &
thic yeay in pronouncing words and .pelung 2 an
- . .
, Long and short vowels, etc. ) . I
. . ! )
, ™ - o All the- things we've had this yedr. g
) ) Don't know. _ . r

~ -

", How to run the reading lab machines. Need to become familiar
vith all the materials we will use in schobl. We.need to
" a , practice reading and l:alking to a group to overco-e oup shyness.
- _ - if pouib.le !nfqre school’ starts. \ .
~- . “ Lot of :uuun; in disciplinary lcti.on Prepositional phrases,
. . diagraphs, feélkidre, and mythology (needed a refresher in these
18 throughout thc year).

" Wéed more training in discipline. At first it was real bad.
.. Need trainfag to not be shy wpeaking in front of the class.

R ’ help in promouncing words (word attack skills), espec:[auv
: T, j ., th on-grade level kids. (m videotape) =
. Hhaf. ldndc of Jin-service .nd l:rd.ning have ybu found most helpful
r ) :u. y&rr ) *
~- » . = P.l- y

' -~ . -
' L4

‘lot ‘very ful for this aide - too ele-cntary. Some things that
werg good : rhy-ag..dugupb nomenclature.

s ' Initial conhrneu in wvhat to expect generally, s little training
, T tn sounding od‘mdo (phoutiu), making of games.

. Dis;ipline training and nforcement, also hou to help chudren
=7 vith emotional and learni Leme. »

) f » .\ 7 »

.
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" reading games; train

‘ Phonics in-service.

Children ;eall.y enjo and aidu rully utilized their

in tuting vas vety -:ch@.eded.

Basic English phone‘ic skills - short and long vowels.

-Training repetitions and diphthong training- insufficient.

Notebook for use vith the newspapers vas effa‘:tin.
- ‘ k ‘t

-

f  Mets

Some tapes for rhyming aad one LEIR workshop with féet- °
dradng and otory-'rltm was good.

llone given. . .

Workshops vith dramatization, orchutration, portrayal,
_etc., and art “work.

Planning vbat to do with kl.d. sach- day (before school
started). Sometimes tuchcu helped a little.,

Has had no inservice or trgining.

No- trainiug .

' Martin ‘- ' .
Didn’t get any training at all ®hen hired.

All of it vas a lot oLbelp.

Pre-school training (pronmcution, vovels, etc.) at Kealing
was helpful.

Service_Center (Region XIII) trafaing by Nnrgnret Miller was
helpful.
—~
an’t know.
Confrontation skills, "you own the y‘roblu'” types of tnini.ng

vas helpful. - . .

Resfling inventories, readabilit €y level formulas, guu workshops,

T
1

pre-school tuintng in gaural was good.




. . . =~
. ’ t . ' '
= Classes on phonics, suffixes.were very helpful (c,onaomt'i, ' e

'vovels, syllables, etc.). Wish we could have more training
- in this. Maybe even the same-thing again as a reminder.

-

J
.
b ]
-
“
»
"
' -
2 B - )

) 8. What kinds of in-urvice has not been provided that yéu would
. liked to have had? . - o

3 -

i
.
SRR .

s Palm - R — S -

s Not too much - but #eeded some with tuchei' and the atde. ., | l
. . ) _ )

Not sure except general fifth grade skills. ' - - -0 J

D o : How to trest kids with emotional problems. Basic reading * - :
) skills needed” to be covered; how to test andr asgess kids )
: abilitiu. ) . ‘“
* More training as to vhat to do in kindergarten. This aide . .
L vds told both that she dould and could not teach kids-q cer-
]' tain skill at kindergarten l’mi.

. Training in the use of .cl;inu like language-masters (using
. -~ them effectively mtua.of just meking them function).

. . . LEIR should be explained in more detsil. More exphga:ion on
- other materisls tKan LEIR, for example on the filmstrips.

1. 4
C ' Metz *

Workéhops that concentrate on tuching skilL to children
‘rather than art, or vorkshops ‘that deal only With materials
! - making. Aide had no trafning when first eqloyed 1n the

T C - reading skills ‘she needed most. . . .

v

T : ‘Didntthinkrgut it, or_ think it noeesury.

.
Hec -to handle kids utnldc phyins games during recess and
e how to handle them phyoiully. (Kindergarten aide needs -
S this). ~ . '
. . -0 7 R
. . More phonetics, ditto uchiu (1), disciplinary inservice!!: ’

e llon; mchologiuuy vis-a-vis discipline.

- al trainiag before got- started - any areas needing

- ’ ‘tnining with planning ment .
) ‘e ~ o R
e .
~ . N-8 - =
. ; 2‘)’-
- s
-




—r’ r -
Martin - . ¢ ° .
-
bon't kmow, , v ‘
Rothing. ™ ~ ’ ) )
Borne. \ : *
Nons ) I !

L4

More disciplinary t&btqm would have helped. I think
practical experien¢e helps this.

"Domn't know. X : Lo ' o
Get-together of all Project Assist aides much more frequently
to discuss problems and solutions and to share information.

Discipline sress. Wefreshers throughout the 'yedr in reading T~
technology. Need much more training in confrontation skills )
_ and getting it out at the begimaing of a sitsation rather than
. holding it in umtil it explodes. Teach a:ldu and teachers abo
the dutr-ctinnul of goseip.

. .Iraiﬁi.ng -of aidu topthcr rl.tb the teachers so teachers can
I:novvhacdunﬁumabhnndumeﬂmdo. .

- - t
. - *

wﬁat frdning do the teathers at your grade lml need to work

successfully with a Profect. Assist aide? s
Palm -
Teachers need to kmow what aide is capable of doing; teachers B

fear that aides are ruffians off the street, need confidence -
-..and.familisrity with side; slso aide’s
be perfectly clear. '

responsibilities should

-

Espechlly at first, didn't knov what Project Assist aide's job
wvas, Teachers.didn't understend LEIR very well: Consultant
came over-, but she only worked with one 5th grade teacher on . '
LEIR. . -
A uge‘of doing work with the teachers, so teachers will under-
stnd afde's ab'uitiu. restrictions.

. xeed to know how to use a lesson plan in co-operation with a
Project Assist aide, aide got very, little- explanation of the
lesson plan proceu.

»

!.!-9 236' . R | ’
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Not to assign Project Assist aides to nke materials, gtade
papers. put up bulletim boards during 1nstr;|ctiml time.

K ¢
Include teachers on tbfln-oervice training in the summer etc.
in which aides are trained. Also school the teachers ia ca- .
pabilities and limitations of the aides.

Pals ‘ . e

Not to be so demanding, but more importantly to understand
completely the role and job of a Project Assist aide. Aides
should be allowed time and omrtuuty ‘to plan with the teacher
during each veek -
Itfulmfrmco-onme" * e -

\ . .
Some counseling neceeury fot teachers that don't 1like Ptoject
Assist aides (or any aides). Some teacher should straighten
out such teachers (who have power complexes). Aide should
have some fierson 6r recourse. ) ¥

1 don'tknov(-y teacberacjontumlly\nrkwith-e) ..

Such graining é.b will alvm be prepared v:l.tb 8
lesson planning /unh.hleforthaﬁchm -
period. . ;

All teachers campetent. , . -
- . Mértin

Teachers )ud Project Assist aidu should always have #nctic‘e
together ‘before going into an actbal classroom. Also the aide
should have 3. chance to be alone with a group of kids.*

~ IS

‘l';'aining to teaéh the- vhat aides are auppooed to do.

If we could all go to training a couple of veelr.a togethet lad

have an outline to work by. o

None - they seem to have always worked \'nllx;lth the .aides.

Training in how to use the aides (teachers were at loose cnds
_at first. Now they do 0.K.). In-service for teachers seemeds
"to help them. We were mostly doing maid jobs at first.

" Nome.

Confrontation training for the teachérs.
- . ) N-lo

237
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- Need to know vhat our jobs are,  Pre-school joint teacher-aide '
. training will help. (Maybe afdes should not be put into a class
- with a flnt yur teacher). A -
» . , . ;3
o Training in dividing up the clags for two instructional people in
. the class. 'Fniniug to teach the teacher what aides can do. '
Traiaiag in how to profmimlly co-micate vith the atides in -
clauroo-l in fromt of studm . ;

10. Do you feel that s:ndenu atlﬁtndg toward reading has improved this !,‘

. year? . ’
- : - 1 . 11 11 1 :
< , : 1 2 13 4 5 .
. Mo change .. 5 . X : Definitely improved *
To what do you attrib’e this | ?

Individualized utention" "LEIR program has helped- 1ittle
' bit, - :
. = - c - -4 _—

( Some change noted in that there were.some Scholutic -Books on

' N . many levels that kids would pick out on their ~own and read-; but ]
. usually this woulda't happen. ) oL -
- ' Atdes mdividuliud ins ti(ni; ':tu nev materials made and ) : ]
: ) utilized, " S =]
: * * (X1ds came to aide and asked to read with aide). Reason vas .
having someone (aide)sitting with the H.ds, encouraging and -
listening. ‘ r

R

Kids have picked up a general familiarity with books,' 1nclnd1ng
making their their own books, thus getting into reading books i
‘e easier. . ’ ‘ -

B ~ -~ . .
-~ - . .

Individual attention, working with kids one-to-one.

I ) IR 5t




Metz C
R 1 1 1
) S A 2 -3 4 ' 5 .
No change \\-' ] ) Definitely improved
- - . ).

To 'h‘i do you attribute this change?

Becayse of tbe very fact of knowing hov to read better, feeling
more successful s . ’

. No comment.

* Not sure - boolu .are well ulutraad that's inportant for
kindergarten.

Their fun - stoxies, the colorfully 1llustrated paperback books
. we got.

- SR ' R Ml
1 2 3 4 .5
No change . : Definitely improved

»“

To what -do you attri:bnte this change? o

# Students know that “aide vil-l report to their parents avrfha/grant
lack of cooperation. .

~

‘-They have had an aide to ask questions to. Teachers are sometimes
‘to- busy to answer quutim vhich aides have time to answer.

Taking time with the chud and lettins him ulect some of his
own. reading lateruls. . . ’

»

- Raving‘additignal instructional ‘help..

‘The individual apd small group instruction. Most of the '.';tudents
won't read well ‘br know how to use a dictionery vithout special .
, help, ) s

i- 'hon:knov - ’ _' : F

Think the reading lab 1s too boring for titem; 1f anythingfphetr
attitudes tmmrd ;reading have worsened.

Materials wvere made available - thq like them (colorful illus-
trations help). Enthusiasm of aide and teachers helps Feeb -
ny enthu.im has rubbed of{ on them,

P é - ;
- .9 T

V4
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el

‘l'he training tln; the Mm had. ' New n.ding t’oolu,

e.g., a practice reader with s tape’ ( ed by Project Aui.st)
,mhmllg:mnmdgetdu ved - this is =0 im

portant. Tbeandauchinuhlnhlpdtoo .

Do you feel that your teachers would 1ike to have a Project Assist
aide in their classrooms again sext, ynr?
Palm ~—: = 33— ™ y
!letz - = -
Martin i u!- T™L 1

~ Mo Uncertain Yes

. Do yod feel that your teacben think you have been effective as

an instructional re.ding dde ‘this year?

Palm u 1 111
Metz. L 1 11 1
Martin 11 1 ™
1 "2 3 4 -5
Definitely .- * Defin.itcly
. No . Yes
In general how would you characterize the work with your teachers
this year? < o
, . . - 3
Palm 1 1 - ) ' 1 11
Metz : ) 1 . 1 111 '
. Martin L . THL 111
1 2 - .3 & s
Mot ' Enjoyable
' enjoyable ‘ :
»
Te
/ .
! . 4 .‘
-, . i
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Palm 1 n 1 st

.- . . Metz J 1 1 111 i
Martin S | - Hy 1. @ W
— _ . 1 : 2 -3 4 5 . '
; . _ Not . ' : Cooperative ‘
: - _ Cooperative ) - . ’ . -
. . Palm . BT | 1 ° 1 1 11 .
T Metz . ' 11 - 1T
Martin _ 1 L1110
PR _ i 2 3 . &.] 5 |
v Not - : ' " Rewarding
: Rewarding - {
I d ’ . L4
[ o .
Palwm- 1 11 1 1 1
}
. Metz ‘ 11 n ’
< p - . Vd - T -
ty Martin N - N 1 o { ™l 111
. ' s 1 ‘2 3 [ 5
- L . - Not - . ’ . Effective
Effective o . )/ - : Y
. \
) 14. Has .your schedule been ‘sstisfactory this year?
Pals ' . )
1- : 11 111 g .
‘ No . " Uncertain - Yes
- R
. How could it be impwoved? .
. i . Schedule has changed almost every month, good point uwas that
’ 4this aide managed to make her own schedule, This worked ‘
: . excellently: . ' ’ - ¢
! R a By: allowing the aide to.spend her total time with one teacher,
| rather than three. . i
ai - ' . B ' : . . )
’ *

&

i

- . | |

| ’ IR N \ - 4
IK . 2‘11 ,

| ) . C
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. A Well and evenly divided (llroady).

Needed 1 inig' at first of the year, but okay nov.

Alde shoul > put at one gude lenl only, the three grade
level assi t was difficult because, for one .thing aide
Has to gef- eriah for three dtffa'eut grade levels. ;

R 4 -

’ Two groups of kids see aide for a vhole month at a time, but
: only mry ot mont®; continuity lost. : -

T |
: tz ‘ ' &
. N A § 3 ¢

y - Mo . Uncertain , Yes

-

- . How could your schedule be improved?

Not necessary, because aide is sble to stay long emough
with each group to help the- foocttnly.

The clunging of aides schedule b§ teachers is the aspect
that should be elhin’ed. Much bickering, jenlmy. It
had to be changed so much .at first of year.

't .

No problels. ’ ' Tt ! ‘*

Could spend more time with one teacher at a time. Only in
. each room 1% hrs. a day and much of it is spent preparing -
- n and mtng. ,

Haybe have a!de assigned to clusrom lu proxhity of each
v other. ° - : - -

: . — Martin
v . T . . . a1
: v Mo Uncertdin = . = Yes R

How could your schedule be improved?

. It's OK riov. i o B

—— - - — - -

vould like ‘to stay with only 2 teachers.and 1 grade lcvel
Four teachers is too many for ome aide td work with. -

Don't have encugh time to vorlt with one child. Could .fix 4t
to stay in a class longer thin I dos

-t

- N=15
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' L , |

c T I would like to stick to one grade 1f I could. .. -
e I like working with different teachers instead of just ome. . l

. Rone. . ' ’
- o | ]
- - 15, What- materials have you fountt most mful this year as a ruding ' L I
alde? ) _ B o |
rain .

’
&

1 Sheets from coordinator with skills, checklists that aides can
' “un off and keep; 1list of differences between Spanish and English
N ' = grammar, sounds, Games especially small 31,”‘, word games,
T thooe made by aide. . )

S o Pil-ssvips, tape recorders (aide brought own from ho-e), guu,

. ™  books (especially Scholastic Books which had little forms to

Co check  if they had bm undcratood, likod the book, got the main
idea etc.) .

El

. . uate:;uls' -ade. by aid; (spent 'SSO making ovn materials),

Games probably the most useful, flash cards like "Words all
suthors use” were good; aide used cards to get kids to extract
. ‘key sounds from familtiar words.

¥

Dictionagies and word banks. N

Pt%-'gt:.ripg were good, games made by the dides, vord'lists_frq‘i
. . N

"~
- -
+ -

. ‘ ’ ) , . B o .”_'t_'. . ) . \ '\\\\
N . Rasn't hed a chance to exparience many materisls. PN
) Games with consonent and vowel sounds, also blends, flao“r cards
o _useful; worksheets were major factor, since the completion of
(J worksheets served as a diagnosis of how much the kids knew.
L - = ' ‘ ar
: o N-IG 21m )




Art utcruh, m hﬂ:rutuu ‘and .tothu
nuh cards, chalkboard, chalk, pretty and dtffcrcnt books.
Mot much comtact or apcriqneo with spocific -uruh

Charts made out bya teacher (m-. to oun:l.nu

d writing). (3 -

" Project An{::t umhh from Schol.ut:l.c books. Small paper-
k& ,aocm issues, oeplo;y psychology, etc.

Je. -
E Mm.—u.mmuchwwum
(szs) ,} ﬁuhum(vcympm)mmmmw

_ The boofl and legaliwtinid.workbooks provided by h'bjoct Asstet.
riluehtpumutb,mo!thm ..

lloffun tudcn, PIu four mrial-, Dra Spello workbooks. -
luding mvcntory Mrs. Kemp gave us at the pto-u'l wrkshop. L
- !vesythin. has come in hudy - s

h

Py

None. )
. ot applicable (vork in the resding Leb)..

Scholutic practice pads, chond the Block Books, Rudﬁ .Dtgut,
i Pictocabularies. ,
\Rnddn Digest, the new practice readers ("A,B c.") Control
reader (used in reading ladb, Pilot Readers kit, Cltur Choice
material. .

3

16. What matgrials would you 1ike bo htn next year tlut you have not
h.d thu year? ’
lo"‘co-eat. 7 o ’ \ -
. [
I Reading kits'or programmed materials; games; alnyo neod ﬁapcr
. to laminate ulf-ndc materiale, also tagbosrd.

S s
3 244
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. v e “\e T q. —
’} [ ) tT - . - . ... -
:" ' - " ' . - ‘ * . : . .
. \ ) ) s ’ \ .
S .7 Likes art msterials, :umuumummmm.
nln tape recorders are uec. g o ]
- . N /—\ - . -
. o «*sm»mtmwu:ummmumm
;_.,, o ' lbummunuu-tcruh for.lukul (M:h)
- w - ’ o
- : (Iqt familier mh)o T . .
. ‘ X . - i - '. °
- - .*E. films. \_ . .
: : - ' * ) ’ - ' +* . :
) “'smiohv!ngush dictionaires (I worked with Mexicen natiomal).
] Blank tape recordin” for chiute to roeotd on and phy buk
L “for self—cvuution of tbcir expression. - N
T, ‘More Hoffman r 8, - e . ) . <.,
s Anynevl;iud'of material that comes outx o et o
T . . N .. - ~ e
' . . Noousgesttons . ) Tl Lt
lburuiingg-u h.dtin!orth-buthldnotmh
R utuuh. 'rhm -muh vouu provide Iutintim
Moré practice pads (didn't t have mu' this yur), fih.ttip ’
ector and (-orn of them) filwg for l:he room, °
A
"17. Do you think the Ptqject Anist tean uottn; .hu been ho}pful thu .

year? .
. N .‘. - ".' ilj - i hd e -
: Mo Uncertatn Yes / :
. How could it have been better? . - * ., te " " .

' ., .% | Maetings might be effective once a month, Agenda helps, but
f . * * not_that-important. Meeting should be used for reading ideas
- i) ’ dbut .pat necessary to meet as fraquently as year goes by. At
f L fin:,'very necessary, ;
| ) SR\ N /\ - . - . ’ .
| s Lot “The’ reason }m' cff.co;l s vas the individual: people themselves. -
| ¢ - sbu lharin., g& ideas,| and use of :an agenda did help.
‘ - / 4 '. l . v . .

. .‘

- ) . v
“ .o . e o - : . . : ’
L . o T e 275 SN [
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f [
A ’ \ * ' - ' L.
Team leader for the mth Mld have weekly conversation with
coordinator, then aides eouldbohto_udn_undnphrl_,y.

= L, A
B

Maybe once s mouth is pleaty, after aa initial peried of once

Ty - : a wveek mestings. Someome from the evaluatiom offics should be
. thu'o . - '
o ] cnuqu- (4a the ucuu) be comstreed positively rather
e , thaa negatively. Reasop: Aidés pere brought, on (to teachers) .
LI too stromgly. nnrw then eritical of tho Project Auut
- - - aides. - T o= ' )
, 7 If the coordinator met with the aides somstimes. Principal .
. um%uufmt”htmwpmcwtdaum.
that:idu eonuoolnv:ll:h prhﬁpd L,
' S Mats -
— . - e ' 11 . 4 11
. - No . Uncertain i Yes
numuttmbmuueq -
- t/nl/
Heeting not unv this yur .honld be more oruniud.
- pot bocu going to nestings
) . ‘Heet’inu hann t been coming off. Ai.da don't rully cooperate
. ~1n effecting meetings ('rhq don't happen).
- _ We didn't have any -eetingo this .-uter di.dnthovvho tesm -
. - leaders were. .
. (Bas aot) had meetings). R
” Has not had meetings.
P ' Martin : o
' 1 ™Y 11
L7 No ~ Uncertain . Yes X
How c.ould it have been better?. ' 1’
Project Assist representatives should always be here; Other-
"o .  wise the probleéms and solutions umlly are not hesrd and acted
i on,
] s M . .
, ~ ) s . * ' ‘ *
L o w19 246
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.. ! / ; '
. . 'WWanututm Teel ve wére
s good tesm here at Martin.

and complaints. If we're goling to have
be-about our work. That's why I didn’t:

. lyhnving-ore -;ctinu (haven't had one lot the last two momths).

It was 0.K.

-
=

1f they weré weekly and attendance was regquired, with an agenda.
Just like a faculty meeting.- No one takes our -ectingo seriously. .,
'ﬂwyluveuotbou-atorud '

They need to be more frequut If everyons attends with unbe-

- . sruding feeling about the meeting, the meeting will be effective.
Keed to knov at the-beginming of the year the of thc meeting.
. : Improve the aide attendance and involvement. 'rh. ti.-a (htc in v

thcaftemoon)unotoopod Maybe a lunch period would be
good, mmpubtingmptoblmdumtheu-mtua..
not before or after it. Causes strife.: -

. 18. Do you think that the substitute aide poutéh a good one?
SO ’ Palm , '
: 1 1 _ .on B : 9
. ; ¥o ‘Uncertain * Yes (
Why? i L S ‘

Evaluator has 1list of reasons why thfis ai.de thinks the position )
1. a good one. Substitut, must bé reliable, - v

.Depen:lc heavily on thc person - she must be flcxible, plumi and

|

|

L easy-going, not of the type that will becon ulf-uﬂing or
_ .o conccited -by the position

. Takes a ccruin permlity andd cmbintm to pufo;- and get
r along with the job. Some resent luvtng to substitute; some e
' sre not dependable. : ‘ s

‘ substitute aide typially coues 1n, is not fnilw yith thg s
- children, materlals, levels or sequence of instruction. Often :
more than one.is abssat, and :h. teacher is vithout an aide.
¢ anyway; also teschers get accustomed to an aide, and uie her
- .integrally - caonot 80 use 4 'ubct:ltqtc.

3 n-20 , 217 )
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e e N .

Goodfor,'iuehculi&aﬁutﬁqmutldtup
case of aide sbseacs, s it in that
kids

N

rather thlp bqhg without.

. Conflict of responsibility ever the sape . |
to "horn.in” on side's plans, methods. Substitute also comes ¢o . |
‘think of self as superior. . - .
1 ’ .
’ . Mets
- ) A " il . 111
* . %o - rUncertaip. Yes

: , Why? .- ' o ‘ -

sAbsences probably occur bouue of thc very fault that there \,/ ’
- is & substitute ah!c present to take one's place. .

; i ‘ Bccmemaidchhclpfnlandnhntmuury nmrkuedo' '
°  to be dgme, . . . '

Absences should be wbotituud for.

Subotitutc aide didn't know \lhgc ‘she was .uwoud to.do in my
class. If more than one aidé sbsent, teachers fought over |
who was to gct her.. ) -

What would the aide do when no one abmt{
B'qcms.o kids get used to a leeogvt'uchcr _figur(

. T _ ' Rartis ‘
41 1 S - Tt ;
. Mo Vacertain Yes \

s 7 B 7 .

Why? (O . . ._ . _ e

.

‘The lack of an aide for some teachers is serious. Teachers
who have come ‘to be helplpss vithoet an aide.

-Lot of ai‘unteein A mbotitun would keep students
from having to go back to the teacher vith her students.

: It's

roblem .djustin; to differcm_: teachers and their f'
s. Teachers may not' want sdweone nev coming in.

: s vhat's going on in all the classes. She would i
P, Blive to_sork with them ocmiouuy vhen thcy ‘Te not absent . 1

» [ 4 i /
. . .

. ¢
- R 3 . [

‘f _ N-21 248'
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1t wvas €oo much lb‘lllt“i. for the titete to hnullc.- -
1 felt 11ike .I neglected my sdrving alse as the
substitute. Eajoyed getting to kau all the tuchoﬂ and

students. )
— . v

When another aidehout, ywcapukconr for her cliu,,cnd
students don't ‘get. behind., -

Sbeuvetmldmf-nmmghtofeelucuu in vhat she
vas doing. Think it h‘amtoof time and money.

Becauuit ptovidum'bvulbcthetevbomtuch
studcnucveniflmébctbuc. .

Substitute aide choun was shy. Not very interested in job.
We do néed a substitute udcthougb .

Lrun N

- Do you feel that parents_and the community have gotteu involved
in your school this year as a result of Project Assist?

’ . “palm - LT
. - ) -.. . " ¢ .
; 1m1° - 1 - 11

No . Uncertain : Yes
How could parents get more ﬂfmolvod in your u:hool? ) L,
Not sure, aide not- sure how news could be duuninaud

Fiestas, partiu, dinners, Hexican ‘suppers,; tnything vhere
the parents are not only invited but are an integral part of
the occasion and have all the responsibility e.g,, b-uding
bookcases, hdving talent showv, raising funds. ”

Y AN ]
More school representatives going to homes to cxphin school.
Some kind of -utin'g should happen once a adiith with parents,
even 1id somebody’ s home .

They would meed to come to visit thc school more often or
to P‘!'A.

Atde thinks obstacles wowld be gtut in ovetco-ing parental -
inert a and gctting them 1uto :chool

They knov uothing about Project Assist, ‘but are so rcsh‘tanc

to involvement that aide his no good ideas. A few parents vho .

have attended seemed scared, afraid of tuchcro"rcjection.

&
§

s



y‘a‘.

s¥

< - - Metg

No Unecertain Yes . ‘ . )

How could parents get more involved in your school? .

Ko comment.

‘l'bey re ‘&nbly getting dnvolved, as uuuted by the Mets <
Parents Conttrence Chart. :
A ™

Productiona like a- current {'du-" being put on'by kindcrgnrtn.

)

-7

—
Invite the- to cone see -lut their children m’ining That
way they could help tb- at hou )
No comment, ’
Iels'aiutives need to g0 out and visit, ) . S
11 T 1 ‘ i o
. o Uncertain Yes *.S B .
) . . T
How .could parents get more involved in your school? S
. . - [
A . .
Good ides to have a fiesta, gst-together of the open house )
typex PTA is not that effective. Good ideas to have a . >,
regular checklist and sent home every month, Chen parents
could recpond with a visit, .

¢

1f parents could be told that aides (Mexican American) are there
. to galk with them about their children, they might come more.

Send invitations to visit the school. ,Each child wib brings

a parent could get a reward. This might Wraurage od!t ol
students to bring their parents.

, . o
Could get teachers to call parents for more confcrcncu, indtud '
of ignoring them like some teachers do. N
By having more par -involvi.ng events like carnivals bor e
" bazaars. They will pot come to PTA meetings. Parents will ) )
come to school to their children perform. -
No suggestions., . « - I?

) fhli{g. Iike the Cultural Arts Pair. More programs pertaining to
their chudrgn would get them here. - .

R 25
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- / l ’ . ) , "
’ rfnm-&uc-tfmuunwmcumm
"\ Doa't really know though.

- 6} Before-chooliuru.nuuputh -ndnikeoprnu
5 about school and the program. ’Memy sre embarrassed
mofﬁdrm MMNMM Maybe if
school uotitu vere ‘seat home in Spenish’it would hlp.

20, Budoyonfedthat?rojectmhtaﬁymmtrihuto
and help MQ Project Assist throughout ‘thc year?

» . -

. ‘rhetechouldbcapcm-hocnuperﬂuthethruuhooh,

observing and achodnlin; eonfm mly to solve
problems. s , "

More contact with the eomdhuor This uudun't hln '
about her upcoming terwination. until the end of the year,
E . Mmmmmmmmmmuiqmﬁ'
Lo ldvhce.
' Team lejder, at each meeting could ask -for -nuutioﬁ and
find out each aide's situation weekly. Them-tesa ludct
could make sure coordlntor acts the mup -~

.

Porcply., . . i o o A .

Atdes could be included in grade-level meetings.

s ’ No reply. ' J

Matz

' | ) ’ : ‘ ‘ - >Q
Aides should have someone to turm to when they have a patbiem,.
to give aides a sugestion or solution when they have a problea.

s - T ‘l'alkin{vidn most teschers can hclp solve ytobh-t

A - _The idea of the team leaders, ar better yet, have someone with
‘ : — tul mthority sva le to solve proble-l, talk to tuche:o )

bere’. ' -

Have coordinator sit down and evaluate us on a regular buu\
and give us suggestions. She could go mt the observation v
-foras with us. - . )

) . ,!othcclmwtohw.,

!lavﬂ.ag meetings.

!




l . hmm,m.-lhomum_j.ctmutﬂn- -
, hutbrudtodooutthmmwl-ludm
l - “Project Coordinatar usually is :I.- tmreachable. :
s s T ..' '
BN R &mldmnum(wmutmcdnt
I - . - © ~_the problem kids too) o ] .
_ of new materialh.f Attend more aide
l training. Visit/ public aries. Continue to attend out

¢ of towm convent V- ] . ' .
Not miss so many day$:~ Turn in our logs. Attend all our_ -~ ’
inservice training sessiouns. n - :

» commmication with owr ‘coordinator. She could come’to
our meetings once a month, just to talk to us. [ :

-« a
.

ca No suggestions. oL,

[t}

By haviag more ftequent contact vith ptoject staff and get-

, - ~ togethers with all Project Assist aides. Have coordi&tor
;: visit with us % our cquu ) . - R |
c |
. - If we vere made sware of wvhat was going on by Project ntaft ’
*. 'we could make suggeftions about the program. If we don't know
vhat's happening we can't have input. I | ' .
' " No comment. - é A T , ! £

o
iy

21, Do you feel that there is more work reqni.red of Project Aq.ilt

% . aides than of other aides in your school?
.l ‘ . . ) . ‘
% , . Palm , . .
g ’ . - 1 : 1 1111
| Mo . Uncertain Yes .
o Comments: - N v

| . : T . ]
Project aides are -aking lateriall less than others.

Project Assist aides are the only ones vho are supposed to be "
“erained” in a specific Tield. Result: when teachers vere
called out, Project Assist aides had to substitute. In addi-
. » ", tion, Project Assist aides must do #11 the ordinary materials
. making. -, - é . : .

'




Iutmcti.on 1teelf makes for more wrk muny 1if aide -ut
make materiais and do the regular owt-of-class wotk that most
aﬁu do. Teachers depend more on instructional aides.

ijecthabtauummdetmmchptm. gides should
be observed maybe once a sonth, neither constaat observation
nor frequent fillimg out of all types of forms are necessary.

More planning rather tham overall -ort. Other sides are making
. materials while Projoct Assist aidc(are phuniu and working.

?roject Auist aides do more- planaing on their own must then
talk to teachers sbout implemeatation of plm and uscally
have to get materials on their gwm. .

Metsz
. 111
" Uncertain
Cq‘ent:: ' : T ) .

[

Since Project'_mio't aides are r
work required. Some planning is

No comment.

Not sure of co-parim.

Don't know vhat other aides do.
Not here/long eoough to know.

Project Assist aides have to serve teachers.

Martin

Either :hc; didh't hgve a good lesder o;thcy didn't knov wvhat
they were supposed to do.

. ’ . 4
Thinks everydme 1:@1—/\ responsibility .
I think all aides ar real good %ork here.




The two jobs are totally differemt. Can meke no e;anuon

Ia .chal,}eopln knov we'rs instructiomal and they expect
- . 1t and then dlae. Project -A-m aides are ekpected to grade
| papers as well, which -hg 1t kind of double duty for Project
| Annist liﬂ"

—-

22. Do you feel comfortable or uun-fottable when the’ obsetvers are -

O in your clu:roo- observisg you? y
’ ) Palm . .. .
1 . . ™ .
Uncomfortable - Uncertsin Comfortable ‘

1f uncoufortable, how could this be changed?
- ToIf too close, it can lnke}hc aide uncomfortable.

. . In bcginnin; unconfortable, towards end of year totforuble.
R loobmchoulddtrightmttot!waidebeincoburnd

Just getting used to 1t will cure these feelings, aide would
; feel better being observed by the head of the program who -
S t could do mthing about any probl- o arising. /

> B .
4 *
. 1 ’ g : -
LN . A
. :
: . Metz AN
. - —— . I

W,

-l 11 . : 1 ¢
" Uncomfortable - .. Uncertain Comfortable:
- . é | -
| If uncomfortable, how could this be changed? 1 ;‘
» . Don’t mind the idea of observation, but thinks there’s oo
reason to be observed every wgek. Gets nervous im observation.
T . No observation. ' .; -
) ‘Unconforuble in one teachar's TOoOm; very co-fortable in other
. teachers' rooms. i . .
» 4 .
. \ Wish they wouldn't sit so close to us. The closer the observer,

- the less attention the group pays to me.

~ -

Ve I
No observation. ‘ .

T . No_ observation.




Uncomfertable Uncertain - Coafortable

1 uncomfortable, hov could this be changed? -
Xo comment ; T
3 \
» - - Observers have been telling me when they wouldibe observing .
me. I would like it better if they just up unan-
nounced. .

I thisk they did fine and were qu;l@u my room. Students did :
wvand to know who they were. ! B ‘ )

\\\ . //

'Letcheauumm:hquubechue(uy.aaym -
of time). '
L Staying away from studeats - just hin them diuppur into the
voodwork. Othera:lduhtnuﬁthooburnn trytocnlute\
- - tbeirvorknrbauytotheauu . ’ .

P4
_ No, that's just the way I-am.
. " ‘
. Think mwy kids are on better behavior when the obsarvers are
i : around. Thisnybeapcrmutypuhtmfororapmt
being ob O
1f obgervers would wet talk'to each other or not move around
vhilé\ observing me, /I would feel better. They should be vcty
1y unobtigsive. .

At first it vas unco-foruble, but later didn't even notice -
the-. .

. -
.

-

23. Sgme people have said that Project Assist aides have been absent
mote than other aidu at your school. Do you think this is true?

’ L Pala X
) 1 : i )
No . Uncertain Yes

* Why do you think aides have been absent? hd . "'l

Perhaps the controla were not as -tric: on Project Assint aides.
Maybe coordinator didn't take a hnrd snough stand on :be absentee
rar.. * 1]

N-28
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Only reasons are individual ones, at least as

A . o Cn
’ . - -
Aide :ot sure hov often other aidss were sbsent. ‘

'\

f;ruthuude,

(] - -
-

Because they are not ututiod vith :lnir jobs - some of th?
teachers were s reason, in that they cxpectod Project Assist
aides to-hntcruh all the time. ) ‘

Teachery have bean bery unpleassnt to work with, especially
uczcive talk behind the lm:b of the Project Assist aidu

Becauise of the attitnde of some ochool personnel toward (oo-c) .
Project Assist aides.

.
.

.- 'lh‘t: . ' )
11 11
No Uncertain ~ Yes

Hh; do’ you think aides have been absent?

Why

Domtkno-vhytheyarcabmt unlmtlwyjustdoat
vant to come ‘to work. -

Bot sure why.
1 don't know. < )
No ‘evidcnce. .
\

No evidence. )

B Martin . : ' -

- L 11 _ T el 11 .- °-

No ° Uncertain * Yes - .
do you think aides have been absent? ( .
No co::nen;. . . . . ,
Ko comment.
No comment. _
No comment.

, _5¢ —~
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e “Géuldn't ‘say.” But 1t has caused a.lot of problems.’
- DN . me comment . -
- : 4 ﬂbw to work, and. -y first year of marriage. 1 have
- just o adjust lo the importance of good a‘ttcnﬁanco. _
S

When the aide and tead:cro don't aloag, the aide is absent more.
In this school there i a health problem (nervousness) with
one ai&e. Some auu are just cireless ubqt attcauncc.

. /“
Most absences hlppen on Mondays and l’tidm nlybe aides chould
’ be reminded in training that 1it's ilporunt to bc lure. ‘There
.hutobeanhprove-nt. ! . . .

\

" . Are you :lnterested in returnin; to Project Ani.t next ynr as an

aide? .
. ) ) Palm . -
: 11 S U o un
. No - - Uncertain . Yes
P Why? o . ’ . ' S

.

. S '

* Going to graduate school, but would not want to come back anyway.
Teachers looked down on aides, mede an obvious pecking order‘

¢ aides obviously put &t bottom.

Aide enjoys the work with children add feels 1ike ¢he hu b?fped
. the ones she has worked with.

e - - .

Alde has put.a lot into the work this yur, and vauld hate to.
lose it, likes the kids very mich.

Aide "d:ldn t 1ike 1t" ohe feft insecure. Also she prefers
having a general kind of Jteachirig task, not only on one subject
all day. (Preizrs the work she did previously as an aide)

|

_Because of children. . i o~ /

~ . Really enjoy the work (with the kids), but has hads&ne husl-e's?

: s - . ‘\‘\5
. ) .

[
s‘ - > had N
) LS
[ 5"‘. €




. . Mets ° ' T
2 . S SRR ¢ § | S .
. ' S RN ' Uncertain ‘Yes
H - - . . . .
v _ wb” . ! '
. . - J
) The distance fro- home to work. -
A . € : .
. o .ﬁ-\joy the votk S T
. H.nu to work with kids; Auuy .
< [ . < »
, o 1-1love mkiug with the utth-kﬁl‘ ~ o
N They're fuany cnd oute. o8 .
-~ _‘,A, ~. uutoworkhuo. ugbcﬂul;lukm _
o . " Generally 1ikes working with the kids. . L
‘ , ; 11 Y- YR R 2
No ) Uncertsin * Yoo ‘
v ? - . P -
" ¥ / . : -
1 14ke working with the kids. .
' 1 like the Job, alvays have. Nov I have thé opportunity to .
€. help students. -
) ~ T 1ike working with the kids, and it's an ixpuia‘nco for me too.
© g . I like what I'm dotdg.: .~ .-
e ‘ i Tes - 1f pay will increase. Becsuse oi" the ‘students, tedchers,
g " - . dnd the principal has made me. feel my umtty has halped at
v tho school. ., . . ..
) 1 don't think I'm good emough. I cnjoyod 1t at the end of the
‘year. Like working \dth otudcnu. but don't Wdw what hapmod.
I'm beginning to think I'm too young to \dth Junior high
~ kids.” Maybe having training would elemantary
. ochool would be OK for u ?") . 4 ‘
> v . : -
: . I'm ntting married- thio m-nr cnd moving "Wt of the city.
: Because I have improved so much ib conffdence and ability. 1
like the kide (hate the salary). I plan to be a" teacher .and
this gives se the experience I nesd to get resdy for it. Many
. aides are not coming back 1f the salary does not Wo. et
e . = S ' 258 -

 ERIC* T T




T -

" 25. What hes been your biggest disappsintment with Project Assist?’

Palm ; . .
Has overlooked ugny disappointments, once there were -ny
problems that an aide has gotten tW

Teachefs and aides pesded wrkbooh (and training) in how to
use LEIR, and kids were unprepared skill-wise in how to do
the things that LEIR demanded. Result: Kids only wanted
LEIR -for the games and fun, not for learning, Nevyr was
able to get a LEIR consultant to come in and demonstrate
vhat she demonstrated te other classes. Aide was taken out
of classroom vhere she was actively instructing in the ‘e
middle of a lesson; Just to take a picture with an ice cream
machine (vhich was not typical of aide's sctivities).

.

Aldes were not well introdocod to the schools at the begipning
of the year. Teachers bem to resent Prdject Assist aides,
as did bilingual aides,  Project Assist - gides mouldn't

.. (couldn't) do many th '  waré expected to do.

(See #24) Atide thinks it s bad to be so. totally restricted
from doing many-things that a child needs, reading is only
a small pert of the things nscessary for him.

Not the project as such, but how it was introduced and inte-
grated into Pa%a shcool and the school-persomnel. Teachers
vere unprepared, principal and teachers were.very negative
or felt let ‘down aftct Project Assist buihl-up at first of
the year. n . . .

- : y» = - )
worupg vith principal thlt lncked experience, didn't know
how-to handle personnel. (Other thiegl said by aide nhc
didn't ‘vant recorded). _

v
-

- Metg . ) i

Aides didn‘t get, enough training. ’l’)il aide didn't get any -
real training vhen started, . _ .
: » N

e - - . N
.i‘o'ne. : R P ‘ ;Q‘ . , . )
Aides have no one ‘to talk td, wvho can solve tuc!u;r confiicts.
- One atde left par y bo‘oaue of a tgacper prodlem,

‘
-

~




. " That so many of'.tl'u girls laf.t.,‘ Think tbey should have stuck it
. m. -

v P ; -

Prin!ipal ﬁrepcred aide vgll - no diuﬁyo:l.lit'u.nt.q . Y .o
None L - - ¢ 4

h . . t - . -~

g ' Ko representative from i’roject' Assist to help out here. Notice-
: able in team meetings. Aide has noticed some person with suthority
. in all meetings except these Project dssist tesm meetings. -
The salary. - . ‘

S . s » "' %

IS

.No disappoingnentg. o -

The way the aides gripe sbout things.

L ]
T e

L

Ro diupp::in:lei:t.
- " ~ . 4’,-

. No disappointment. ' . g
) . ' Rodisappointment (it was sll I expectéd it to by

) Started off so gumg-ho and cnthuhatic and nov,wc\don t even’
- - .~ . . hear from anyone or know vhat's happening. It's kind of a
. . . letdown.

. Some of. the people quittlng 1n the uddle of the y?lg Cossip
. &oug Proﬂ-e& Assist aides. A:tcnd.nce of aiden.

-

. i B - '\ ) ‘ .
.26, Do you ha.ve any other co-ents sbout the program vhith you wou;d
e liu to. make? . ,
g ‘ ’ ..‘. e . (VA ’ L_ et " ’ b ."“: .
/ ¢ . '
. » : ¥ - 4

Aides are th ass roots of the problem, but sees nor to get .
: . the attention of administrators of the progrsm. With a 502 .
, - ' absentee rate sometimes, it sechs the main thrust of the project /
‘ .. (aides tediching kids) needs to have thie WOst attention. Aides
with free time (lunch etc) should not waste.it sitting around, -

'*/ but-spend it in the library, etc. \ .
" Afde thonghr.raides were _priury concern of the &brdimtor but -\"' >
they raredy see her. ' Much: ‘car g0 vromg with-this luk of con-
. K tact, to wit: the firing of this aide. .
. ‘ ‘
- ® . .
’ ’ * 2 f"{\ ' ’ .
* . Ud ' ’
¢ . R-33 “ . N
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(l'-' very happy with the project. .,

"‘ .

Rotating among fivé- centers of kids per room, and altefrmating

kids after mixing them (two kindergarten teschers intermingled - .

their kids). Aide worked with the five groups at coe time. n
Some of the teachers didn't like LEIR, didn't :hink it s

"worth it" o . ) N
No comment.

No comment. i Y,

. . ‘
- - - : Al t

Alde is adament about more trnining and gétting nterhla.

‘:“ have been told they -ould get -terhlc thn dida t

them. ) -~

Thinke all teachers'nesd an atde. \,, K 7 :
Ho comment. - _ R ' .

I like it. I think 1t's rcauy hclphg tln kids on their
reading. H:ve‘;atu people to help‘ .

Thinks helping kids and teachers is great idea.’

A

Just gat - teachers feed all ths help they cen goi.

«

[ h « . -, ’\.'

¥

Snngooplemubchirdfo:,or’hne cocounulkua

.. with probl or personal conflicts, ¥o hcrc at Mertin

is young and \gble to idemtify closely with'kids of different
races, and yet in suthority too. )

-None* - o

’ ]

I hope 4t continues and nybo cpnads into other aseas vhere '_ v

k.;d-nudhelpinrudingm )
Y

-

Kone-".--—. o S

A N .

[

Na
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# Wby did resding lab aides have to g0 to the reading conference
at the Coliseum’ It didn't seem to relate too well to wy work
 in the lab. Our work is pretty umoriginal. In a way that's
good for uncreative people like me.

In hiring aides, ‘it would be good 1if applicants were given tests
in areas they will be tuch:lng, especially English and repding.

T - . - In vorkshop we studied lots, but cur owe learning and ability

wvas not assessed. Of the nime aides at Martin, -three defi-
fiitely have English skills problems. This situation has been .

o 1 embarrassing to these three and_to'the other aides.

N,

-
/ i <
- Ralf d‘y. , . N
* . - _ ' .

* .l * s ' . *u " . . N . ) &

g SRt C ..o | .

. R et i "P‘" - f. "!‘! L . . ‘
: 1f you,‘hov often’ and for how longl g ]
e . : . ‘
e Seven-eight times; once an hour, other times 15-20 minutes;

» . . -

Think it’s a nice program.

% ) -
\57.\-3"3 you been asked to substitute for s teacher?

ity

. v Palm -
.o ) 1 '
- ¥ Ko Yes _ ¢

Ifi'ea, hov often and for how loi;g?
- Fe

Three or four times, and only uatil the substitute arrives.

-

wh,

7 Pour times - 30 minutes to two héurs.

Abeut six emtire days, and sbowt 25 times for a fev minates .
to an hour. . F AN

One vhole day one time, a couple of other times for {: 45
. N ‘ -

ainutes. - /‘\

Five to six times, each ﬂre il'n,n‘:)o minutes. This doesn't
count 15 minutes cubctitutim.. . ,

Not been asked to; but when thacher has a phone call, side
', 1is'the substitute. ' ;

4
.




Four-five, sbout 20-25 minutes while tuchu: calls nrc’nu.

Ooce, an hour.
\ 111
%o

If ju, how oftem and for how lomng?

f Once for oce hout )
Three times fot one hour aach ﬂ.&\
 Three times for two hours each time.
: "Four” times for one hour each tiie.

-

‘_l'hrge times for five - ten minutes c‘h time.

i~
]




£

The aide interview was given on a one-to-ope basis to each of the 23
Project Assist 'reading aides in the three experimental schools. It
was administeged in mid-May 1974, one to two weeks before school was
‘out, in school workrooms, lounges, and libraries. The isterviewsrs
were the project evaluator and a classroom observer, both of whom had |

" interviewing experience.
_The interview form consists of 27 questions, most of them opencended,

[ 4

constructed ‘to elicit aides' perceptions of the effects, problems, and
suggestions for th‘ program next year. The rationale for the adminis-®
tration of this instrument was that the aides had worked "on the frout
lines” of the program, and their perceptions should be gathered and
bear great weight in the planning of next year's program. ' .

The instrument was developed by project evaluation personnel with ‘in-
put from the project coordinstor. The instrument was not standardized.
Its face validity appears to be strong, however its sctual validity may
be weakened by aides' umwillingness to be forthright and candid in
their responses to project personnel. +

n-37
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IRSTRUMENT REPORT

A Day in the Life of Two Project Assist Aides”

- Date/Period of Admimistration:

t

Population: -

Dats Collected by:

_Data Collection sw by:
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-
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. Two Project Assist Aldes o

Two Pr:ojoct Assist Classroom Obsqrvers.
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_room envirou-ent: with geueral teacher a

present the junior high level and Mrs. Juanita Lopez the elementary

' Ehe use of tbeir, experiencee in this report. T

v ;\ L5 b m e e

Project Asa\%st, fonded by the Rmergency School Assistance Act, trains
tmbeuit(es and channels them intd Martin Junior n?n and Hetz and
Paln Elementary Schools of the Austin Indepmdent School District. o
Tbeir training and work are specifically ruding—oriented Expectati.onl
are that churoo- environments equipped .vith-tuined teacher aides
vill prove more effective in raising atndd) reading levels than cllsl-

6: no tucber‘qidec at all.

‘rhe folloving persoml sketchu of teacher aides are given to provide
& clearer picture of them as individuals and tq pgyvide a general

description of theit daily activities.
!

.

Project Assist aides wvere ulected at random for thiq study. Since the

project works at both Junior high and elc&nury Ochool levelo, two

pergonal sketches vere provided. Mrs. Linda Garza was chosén to re-

[

level. " : ~ -

W ‘ ‘.
s

In this study the two aides were observed throughout the day by process

.

evaluators vho had heretofore observed them only during 45-minute ob- /s

servations i:on'ducted at intervals during year. To-add to the study,

the bacxgrodnds and opinions .of the two aides wereL#!gpussed durilg

"' informal conversations vith thes. Th%aidu have kindly consented to

e —~

e 3

'
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SR Mrs. Lopez -oved to Austin fro- Edinburgh, Texas, when she_m very

e

A Project ASS IST Readinéﬁ&jde's Day at an Elemertary School

}

Mrs. Juanita Lopez is convinced t.lggs: children need ap education to:- . /

get vhat they want out of life. She thlnke teacher aides are the key
pecple in unlogking education to the student vho nesds individual at-
tention. Inflexible- schedulgs and lack of personnel make it difficult

to give attention to the lany children who need it, she says., '.

young. She:attended local Austiu schools: Palm, Govalle. and

graduating from Johnstpn'Hich School in 1966. (AfteT, a year s cxperience
at Metz School, s.he has develo.ped both techmiques and opinions on._

ucation: She feels that a teacher aide should have studeﬂfs read out

/. loud regularly so as to'diagnose difficulties they may be having. She

. should therf formulate a list of words missed to use in drills and fevievs. -

Like most bilingual educatofs she feels that native Spanish-s;eakfoé‘

' children learn to read English better if they learn to read in Spanish’ fifst..
. ' .
~ She adds: Judging from teacher comments and my own observation 1 m sure

that rhe best readers in Spanish are also the best readers in English Once

.the child establishes a good foundation in'his own language, it is easier

-

“to «function ih a second language." - ~

-

’

« Mrs. Lopez begins her day by checking in at the Metz office, then

e e

"prdceeds to the workroon_to‘get things together, including materials she

makes for the classroom. PromKB:QO to 9:30 she 1s in Mrs. Escobar‘s’room

with two groups of six studénts. She alternates with the groups every:

'-ther dayﬂ ‘The ‘children have a number of activities in these small groups:
o ° - . , -
~“riting sentehces on the“bcard to practice handwriting; revievi::/}lashcards

" that Mrs. Lopez has’ made for them (for'difficult'words);Iang realling orally

.

s

’ . - &2 28’:.’
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- \\

4 from the Southwesf\!{addin'g Laboratory reading .curriculum.

Step in the sequence. This ‘sequence is designed 0 children will make

V4l

- —
«
a

s

-

. At 9:30 she is in Mrs. Guerra's class 'tq vork on a one-to-one basis . L
vith severdl children. she revigws their worksheets to ascertain their

roblems, them gives the needed individual attention. The aorksheets

'ar'e”-.ade out by the teacher. and usualiy, deal with phonics or éemprehension.

Afterwards students read in’d'ividually o Mra. Lopez. As they read, of
i
course,'she is compiling a new list of difficult wordo for them to recog- ’

nize and pronounce. Pronunciation drills and exercises are the last

gains in both pronunciat{on and véo.bulary. , \

After thirty minutes for lunch ‘H:s. Lopez has ooy time to plan

with .the teacher while the children are resting after- lunch, 'rhey g

2 -

Ty . .
di/o:cuss priorities and techniqm. even new word games during this

. period. Until 1 00 Hrs Lopez helps students with math probleu, both

in reading them and m\derstanding the chcepts.
\ 2
Then in Mrs. Attal's class she is back to reading, tutoring indivi-

' dually. She allows about ‘twenty ninutes per child. Ofren she 's:oncentrntes

on letter-sound recognition, pronouncing words and letting the child pro—
{

nounce the words. Later she may grade a test devtsédd by the teacher to

asseés progress in basal readers. ' ‘ . N

From 2:3Q to 4-00l‘ﬂrs Lopez has her work period She must -divide. this

tine spetween differ‘ent teachers. The bést method is to give each teacher

- a different day, rather than divide the period among several teachers. -

Mrs, Lopez comments that her work has ‘made’ her more awvTe of learning

-

activities whtch she will use vith ‘ ovn two children She has already

. taught them reading readiness concepts, employing the most familiar letters,

; .
* - M . 1
’ v . . - 0y
. .
.
o . /
R \
.
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npumbers, and colors. Her reasonp "I don't want my daughter to experience

»

i the common proiale- of éoiing'to schoel ‘\_d.thout the basic lea'rning concepts
- needed for the first grade.” . i ‘ ' ‘
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! ‘ Rodriquez of S.E R. - Jobs in Progreu, Qx i.n Austin. ‘She is now taking

A Project ASSIST Reading Aide's Day at & Junior High School .
' } a \ . ) -
LLnda\/Garu, a young lady- in her early tven(ies,“hai always thought

. that a teacher aide is a vital person in the schools, one that helps fill
the xfep between the teacher and,tbe nny ;hildren co-:ltted to her charge. : -
~ "She began. earlyf in that‘role. at age sixteen, she worked through the \ ’
Neighborhood Youth Corps helping teachers at Allan Junior High where she
was alsg a.ltud.ent. Inter?ted mostly_in re.di;:s‘ she continued her work . 1
_in the.tenth grade at Johnston High where she iorited:u a reading tutor.

When her fanily left Texas for Michigan, Mrs. Garza was offered a job- - -

* in a 'mu}ant ;;rogru as a teacher aide mﬂ has conti;l_ued that yo{'k vhenever ‘ -
.poss.iblg up to the present. She was referred to ProjectJASSIST by Mr. Andrev - :
- * )
couraef bward heér G. E D. which she expectu ‘to complete in August.

Mrs. §arza has developed a certain sequence of activitieo thet she fit@s

especially effective. She often takes a f nev WOT: tosether and b@ins

b

Gk bl

by explainiag their meanings. The students \then make gentences vith fhe .

N
asks for e*ples 2

vords and bréak them igto syllablea. Nezt Mrs.
_of ‘the students' ovn- use b_f'the‘te:’)-dm cotﬁucts a revim then gives a

4 5
< i
>

\-

%

s -

short test .
‘_

- She finds that being positive th students pays dividends. ) ‘ .

Reinforce-ent of desj'red, behavior comes na!ur;lly to her, and-'bhe enjoys work
.\ .

- " with studeuts near her own tge. ‘ ) e .

. ' (\typical day at- Hartin Junior High Mrs. Gerza has a veriety of as--

siguheng. During firat period she tutors three students vho are Mexican

nationals recently arrived in Texas. She introduces nev words to them slowly.

P -

> : . -

Q ) : .. ’ “ ’ . 0._5 276
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After students encounter tbe words inea story, lhe uses them in untcnceo and
/

‘noise level 1s of.ten h

. * Lunch foll
' Mrs. Carza usujgz

with friende.

translates if necessary but sets-a
study she reviewo their words with them, often ntuizing flash csrda that

sbe -akes specially for 1ndividua1 groups
Dur:l.ng the secoud nrim is free for -king m.rhla discussing -
In the teachers' l/'

future leuons with teachera, utching up or just rclaxing
lounge she encomten'!i&es and teachers vbo arenloo free during -the oecond
- Vs

the réading, assignments vit( a ‘student periodical entitled Know Your World.
N
After about a week per chapr,'er the atudenta are rudy for a mt._ Mrs. Ghru

and .enjoy a change of scenery. ‘ .
. N During the fourth period Mrs. Garza works :I.n the lixth *de reading 1&5
" The class 1s divided 1nto four groups because thcre are ‘three aidea an&a .3

teseker available during this period.
diversi’ty of instruction. A typical period light se¢ a phonics leuon i.n
_one group, SRA mterials 1n another, and two groups’ reading a mystery or

" dtories from a suppluentary ruu!er Sea Hunt,

L]
- e

St ——.

L.

limit on ‘translatioms. After a ohort

g,

period The J.ibrary offers lhelter, referm, and the daily paper.

Garu supervises three Tth gade undent.t ”

During the third period
(
b
hey work on social studieo usignsenu. pndcr her udviu-mt they-rud the
au(Sb'le-ents\

current chapter and look up uordl in the back pf the book.

3

-
.

[ 4

¥

and other aides regularly uke cnllcgroum out of thc classroom since the .

Students concentrate better in another utting

-

igh.

In this situstion thero 1s a good 2 .
A

s
-

+

and allows only thirty minutes for a break in the schedule.

< ~

y chooses not to eat lunch but spends the time in the cafeteria
‘ N / LT
. , \ .



. 4 1 .
T Dyring the fifth period she helps Mrs. Johnson, So.et:lnes she spenda the .
_:i_ ) ' ver‘iod with one or two students who have béen abmt and mt eau:b np ‘with ‘
) P 4
their cl.ass. = . : .

-

The ‘last cldss of the day 1is sixth period. Mrs Garza usually tutots

three st!udents frop Mr: Conde's P.‘ng”lish clau always taking then to‘ the reading
o coordinator 8 roo- These are-students who do mot coop rate vel,l with /tbe . ‘
s - teacher, and they respbnd much better in this spec%l pituation ‘ So-e joking ’
) _+. and talking is allowed .and-Mrs.. Garza feels she plays\ "big sister part
' ' vith .them. ] _ - ‘ " . - SREE S
‘l'he acadenic day winds up at 3: 30 and botl aidu and teachefs have
S another half hour to reviev and ‘plan-. Bes:ldes planning and organizing, they
S need to cotpare‘ notes_ and solve various logistical probleﬁs, often due to .

’
M s’ -

* zlack of space_ or personnel . If this vas a typica]. day, Mrs. Garza probably

divided her time among twenty students, p}oviding individua], attentict ﬁat

’uld be inpossible without her. . - ' \— ) N
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Dite ‘!‘opics _ Staff ) 2z HS 8 Qe izt
8-13,7§ 1. ‘Overview-of A.1.S.D. Special Progrm " Teachers and Aides 1
2, . Overview of Project ASSIST y : - - Teacher Aides - X o’
8-14~73 1., Cultsral Awareness , . ) ~ - » Teacher Aides X ‘e
i .2, '01d and Re# oaches §h Reading . . e
- i 8-15-73- 1. Developing Oral Langiage L.E.I.R. ~ ', Teacher Aides X
2. Individuslizaty @ g g '
. 8-16-73 1. Teacher Atdes x| -
. “'2.. Papel Di : rience as pddes _ -2 il j
i t 8-17-73 '1. Creating wm RE S _ ’ . . : Teacher Afdes ' X . K * .
Uaderstandi Ahe Teachi of Readi . 3 .’ ' - = -
- ] 8-20-73 1. The l!ewspaper as a Living Textbook . F .. J Lt Teacher Aides ,
: 2! Mi M 88 * % L - - . - 4 R —iia ,L = .
- . 8-21-73 1. Meeting with prerating.‘uaehers - .ol : Teachers ¥nd Aldes - ‘x Ix
Uy : 2. Overview of Evaluat#¥h for Project ASSIST L - : L : .
| 8-22-73. ., Language Exberiepces fn Reéading L R Teachers and Rides XX
L f 8,-23-73, 1. Langusge Experfenies in” leding T * _Teacher Aides X
. __.2, Practice ions: - 80 - .,
78 <-’ 1. She Basal Reading Program in the A.l s D. . . Teacher Aides X -
' 2, Behavior.Mpdification ML L
. 8-27-73 1. Diagnosis of Readlng Disabilities - . ~ Teacher Aides s X1|. - .
b ‘,L-- __2, How to use Audio-Visusl E - . e g - : -
"« ..8-78-73 1. Aide Made Reading Materials : o 'qu:.)er Aides X . 1
. "2, Horking with Reading Materials - . _ . : —
- f 8-&9—73 1. Recognition of Learning Bisabilities Te Aides ' X ‘
p 2. The Role of Teacher Aides as Imenfctiml Aldes ] j ne —
‘ 6-30-73 1. On-e-pu. Visitation A ‘I‘J./cbe_xj Aides x| |1,
’~e 2, tjons to Classroom Visitations L. . “1.- 1 ,"
; 3, with Reading Materials / ; .
Tt 8-31-73 . uow to Administer tie Inforsmal Reading Iuventory ) Teacher Aides ) | L
., . .~ i P i “ : . ) .
. % - I. “.l '. - * ﬂ .
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’ Date i ) Topics -t staff < 8| < oj v & 9O
9-4-73 d Read Instructional Bulletin Boards, ' Teacher Aides X -
i 9-5-73 p e ’_ THacher Aides - X
. 9-6-73 Professionalism for: Aides . i : . Teacher Aides x| |
o 9-7-73 Post Workshop Evaluation ° - - ~._Teacher A Aides  ° X -
T L. 9-18-73 Ovérview and Classroom llanigmt Grade Level Heetings . | B . 4
C L.E. IR, - : _ .!letz Tmhern - X
, 9-19-73, ' Classroom Demonstrati L.E.IR. A | . Metz Teachers X {
. 7 9-20-7%" Evaluation of L. i 1.R.. and Correlation with Ladder of . Coordinator,Evaluator. | . B
F - Skills 5 L!IQ.COnoulunt . . X |
9-24-73 Individual Teacher Comference and Clunbo- Demonstrations Palm Teachers . X
T " 9-75-73 - L.E. I.R, Cotrelation, Evalgation and Overview Preoe‘ation Principals, A.I s.D. .
*e . to A.I S.D. Inatructichsl Develop-ent Staff - Coordinators, Evalua-. . ‘ :
) /
~ . o ) ) . - . tor, Observers, Cootrd- . % )
- . ) ' ) ! S ~ - inator Prpject Assist,
e " - : - ' o aod L.E, TR Staff - |-
) . 9-26-73 Clu‘roo- quntratinn Writing Ideu and Art Techniquen Teacher Zh: X /
R : Teacher Newsletters L.E.I.R. Coordinator & oburver!ﬁ- 1
: l'noguc amd Struccurg‘ Analysis suus al- Teachers ' X
10-2433 . Observation ‘and Individual Teacher Conf.crencu , .
’ : Indiddudf_AuMEgm " . Metz Teachers J X
' __10-3-73 ' Observation and Individual Teacher Conferences . - {-
C. - Individual Author - Metz Teachers ’ X ‘<
« 10-4-7 . Classroom Demonstration Utiliz Dﬂcution Skills L.E.I,R, -Palm Teachers X
JO-5-73 - Dcomtta& - Dictation Films, n,ucuu Cluoroc- o ~ |
{ . Management. L,E.I.R Palm Teachers , X ’
' N . 10-15-73 . ’D-opltrationl - Dictation, Films, Discuss 'Classroon ' .ot b<
c. ‘ . Wt Ide- to, l:ake to'Hriting Cenurl L.E. I, R ~ Palm Teachers X
.. l- » . N g' o . N \)
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Staff Development for Project ASSIST 1973/1974 page 3 32 -3 3z
. .o - N . ) b ule oll o
.. . . ' 8 et SOl .‘ai 0 s
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: e, - adHle cleg = B W
g >lo-lyu s v 3
. - 3 R el28l8edle oS
—Date 1'_0@: ~ Staff <.e<ut--4't-uo_
10-23-73 & Working with Writing' "rc,nicu:wn, Démonstrations = Metz Teachers . I Ix N
10-24-73 .GClassroom Mapagement with Indiyvidual Teachers.Grade Level : . [ . .
7 ____Meetings on use of manual and pupil E.1 : .
10-24-73 Workings with wcum; Centers,Dictaticn, Demonstrations Palm Teachers
i " Classroom Managgment with Individual Teachers.Grade level :
i m&hmof-mdmdmilml.,x,l.l .
10-25-73 ' _Teacher lavol Sessions L.E.1 Pals Teachers . X
10-26-73 ‘Teacher et Involvesknt. Sessions L.E.J,R. a  Teachers ; X p
4 ] 0
11-12-73 Obnrvuim of. Igsg Buildg and Probl- Solm L.E,I.R. Palm Teachers ' ) X
11-13-73 & Inmviu on Use, of ‘Level Msnuals and Pupil Pages - ’ Palm Teachers )
1-14-73 . LE LR, - — e
11-15-73 &  Observing Use of Pupil Pages and Inglementing ﬁtther Metz Teachers * X
11-16-73 Usags. L.E.I.R. , ,
11-26-73 _ Hntcrialc Ev.luatian Session °° ! Teachers and Aided
12-7-713 Suff Meeting<- mmmm —_— ~  Coordimator,Evaluator-{
e Pmd Observers
12-10-73 - mmmo Evaluation Session l‘eacherc and Aides
. 12-21-73 Theoretical View of Substitute . . Palm Teacher Aides
' . ’ « - ' " Principal,Coordinator
! i - ;Evaluator & Observers
1=7-74, Oourvation.axxd~lvalution L.E.I.R. Palm Teachers , -
1-8476 °_ Icdividual Teacher Conferencing L.E.I.E, . Pala Teachers '
1-8-74 Ind}vidual Teacher Co%ig& L.E,I.R, VAR Metz Teachers
-10-74 - Probiem Sol Teacher Conference L.E,I,&.° ‘' Palm Teachers
1-11- 74 Individual Teacher Conferences L.E.I.R, Metz Teachers "
3 N - -~ ]
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\ -l - | SHEE FLE CRb
A 7 . . S el= K]S el ofS
. Date\’ ‘ rmc’ P . T T Staff . L € Lo = & i
1-11-7% . Project ASSIST Staff Meeting: - - Aide-Team Leaders | R
oL Evaluu.ou and I.-pl.nut‘ton of Ject e Coordinator ,Evaluator i . ! |
‘ < . - N . ‘ __and Observers ' g |
1-18-7 | 1, Behavior Modtfication T "' N Tedcher Aides ' .
) ~ 2. Techniques for Actualizing Positive. Ke-enforcement : - Lt |
3. Effective Team Leadership and Organization of-Tesm . e ot . i
i ‘ meetings’ for Professional- Growth Purposes : . : ]
4, Problem- Identification and Skills to Help confmt/ - © ‘
. . > . those Problems )
.. 5. Use of Quutioning {Lrategtes in. Teaching thchemion ' )
™ *  Skills- . - ’ .
6. -Rc-entore-ug.'of Proper Languqe Usags A ' ’ ] . -f
-1 Job Description of an Instructional Aide S : X ndl I '
1-21-74 + *Classroom Demoustrations L.E I.E ~___Palm Teachers % x| x -
. :1-22¢74 .- Classroom Demonstrations L.E.I.R. . S Pala Teachers x X
"~ 1-23-76 . _ _All day Grade Level Meetings L;%.L . Palm Teachers - X
. . 1-2-74 = Dictation, Oral LanguagetDeve t. More Ideas to' N -
T e m the Classroom L.E.I,R, . " Palm Teachers X
1-25-74 ' _Culminat Acti r.m Dictation Follow-up L.E.1I.R, . Palm Teachers : X .
1-25474 '.  Staff Meeting: 1 - ’ Aide ‘Team Leaders : : .
1. Revision of Observation Iitstrument ' . Coordinator,Evaluator v “
- . 2. Assignmens of Video Tape Equipnt N o and Ob.qrvers .
. 3+ Bvaluation Report . - . - . .
: ' 4. Process Evaluator/Observers Rgport N . ' ", ) ; . :
’ - 5. Coordipator's Report : ’ - . ] 8 xR
1-31-74 - Grade Level Heeting. ‘tg Discuss Langua.g§ Arts Fair L.E.LK. etz ‘;‘eacbers') e X
 2-1-74 Ingi_Mxhzr Confercncet;,_LI R, R Metz Teachers ° X
“."'"—1-1-7,4 * Texas Asmiation for the Iqrmnt of Reading A All teacher Aides a.nd j
2-2:74 /_\\ . Teacher Representa- y
. - oM . / . tives from Project ) [
,’ . % . Schools X 2
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.+ Date - ) Topics ‘ - . Staff

2-4-74 ’ Individual Classrooms. Observation/Evaluation A Metz Teachers
5 Inurviceonlogtninding L.E.I,R. __w . 1 x

- 2-5-74 Preyiewing of Films, Correlation of Library Materials " Metz Teachers ,
' , — -"'iih L.E. 1. R._M.ah ’ .

Pre.criptive Reading Inventory and How to Uu It to - Secondary ‘:":ig.chers 1
- . Better Méet the Needs of the Students. - o ’ i
‘ Materials Evaluation (to locate high interest, lou ‘. .
’ level materials for grades 6, 7 and 8. : ' . 1‘. ~ ]
Overview of Evaluation N . . : ) -
Reactions to<Aide Observation Gu.ide S . '
Effective use of Projccq ASSIST Aides .~ o - 1X |X

= -

tec'd pre-
training

coicd
i

Aldes & Teachers
trained together

Teachers trained

in wee of .
Teachers tr

materials

A
8

1

b

" b

~N
w
i‘
O
—
L]

L]
~N
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wre

Revelomsent of 1973/1974 Pilot Propoul . 1 Metz K-5"gtade level
Overview of Project ASSIST Evaluation Dgsign , teachers - o . °F o s S
Reactions to Aide Observation Guide ' ) ® - N
Effective Use of Project ASSIST Aides ' . O {
Proposal for 1974/1975 - - SR S , = 1 :
On-Site visit from Office of Education . " A 1 S
Pteu:riptivn Reading Inventory, Objectives and ] . ' ] [
Interpretation’ . . R -
The Yalue of Open COu-m;cation ’ g g ' X Ixi.
. - - : n y T
, ‘ ‘ S ’ . . " s . - . N - ’ . &
. £-18-74 « Teacher Involvement Session L..E.I.R. ' ’ .. All Afdep and & - '
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Date gy ’ Topics staff < 3 < LR MHEER
'2-19-74 1. Development of 1973/74 Pilot Proposal Palm K-5 grade ievel .
‘ 2.  Overview of Project ASSIST Evaluation Deaigﬂ' teachers i 1
3. Reactions to’ Aide Observation Guide . _ -
4, Effective Use of Project ASSIST Afdes * - , :
5. Proposal for 1974/1975 . s &)
6.~ On-site Visit from Office of Education . - )
7. Prescriptive Reading Inventory, Objectives aad— ~ |
‘Interpretation . .  ~3
8. The Value of Open Communicatfon ‘/\/ N ) N x| x
0 - v 7 L J o
2-26-74 Lonstruction of Reading Games Workshop -' Peacher Aides " x|
3-1-75 ‘S.M.U. Reading Conferende - e Selected teacherg . X ,
oy 13-2-74 - : . - and aides » 1
- 1 * Nt s ”
* 13-5-74 Language Arts Thru' Music | . g 'Teachers\ & -Aides X
3-15-74 Teacher Involuement Session L.E.I.R. - Palm) Metz & Martin X
3-21-74 thru' Houston Reading Conference . - Teacherg & Selected 1o
3-23-74 . ’ i . > - gides & Cpordinator- - 1X H
- T 3 » H
4-2-74 _ National School Volunteér Conference Teachers and Aides X P
+ Dan Fader - "Hooked on Books" '  ° ~ ‘ N ~ I
4-4-74 Inservice to’ Plawge Arts Fairs L Teashers and Aides X‘T“‘/x’;" !
4=4~T74 Parent Involvement Session ' Parents, Teachers. . J. ¢ :,'T;'
. . . - and Coordinator X ‘8 3., ,._x
4-8-74 Inservice to Plan "Young Authors' Conference" Teachers, Aides and. ] { |
- - - R Coordinator X lx =
: 4-10-74 P!anning Session for Fairs . e :Teachers, Aides 3ad "ol ' - '
. 3 e : - Coordingtor — - X )( i i
4-10-74  ,  Parent Lnvolvément Sessios - _ Parents & Coordinator | -y, B
- p— r " - -~< P
2Q 4-15-74 Parent Involvement.Session NV Parents & Coordinator g -} I %f
{ . ‘ o .
- 4-17-74 Judging of Student Authored Books- comm { ! ‘ < M
Q ) R ' - -
L “ ~ ) . ’ ¥
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Date ____ Topics - . Staff ERIPRIIEE P
4-18-74 - Language Arts Fair Palm Element&ry . Palm Tedchérs, . . g !
T " . . . oy, A .- . Studants, Aides,. e X
‘ . L Evaluator, Observers
2 . : - . . and Coordinator |
4-19-74 . Language Arts Fair Metez Elementary .. Metz Teachers, ) !
: . . .- , Students, Aides, .
] , i . Evaluator,” Observers X
. . T L and Coordinator ‘ ‘
4-22-74 Right to Read Conference Martin Aides - ’
4-30-74 thru' 1International Reading Association Confererce Coordinator ) " X
5-3-76 - - ‘ L ‘e - . :
5-1-74 X Materials Inservice for Martin Teachers Teachers = X1 X ;
| 3-9-74 " Formative Evaluation Report on Teachers Interviews Metz Teachers,Aides,
. i : Coordinator, Evalua- .
' C > . tor and Observers XX
5-26-_7!0 Inservice for Bvaluation of. Pilot Project-. - Coordinator,:Eval- : o
: - ‘ uator, ‘Observers X ‘(.x
i ’ and Aides i , ¢
- ’\ P . " 1‘ ¥ N . ‘;7—}
5-30-74 e Fprmative Evaluation Report on Teacher Interviews All teac&eqs, o ,
& Palm Elenentary ’ : . Evaluator, , I
. . / Observers and- Pl
) . . . - P X
. Coorginator P
P —— » 3 . l
€ . L} . o
¥ . . ¢ ’
. L . oL . "
28 { , , - e ' s ! /29 {
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COMDUCTED BY EBEC CONSULTANT com;wrm BY

A COMPLETE LISTING OF ALL LEIR TRAINING . ° ) ‘.I
PROJECT ASSIST IN 1973-74 — I

~ & . -
August 22 Overview of LEIR, aidés only ' L ) -
: 23 .{‘ Teachers and aides, overview of LEIR - _ . o l
September 18 Metz -’ grade leyel meetings om classroom management
19 Metz - classroom dememstrations and individual teacher conferences
20 Dorice Kemp and Dr. Ann Lee - teacher evaluation plans and total
. evaluation
L 2{:‘ Palm - individual teacher conferences and demonstrations |
. 2 "Meeting of coordinators with overview and evaluation of LEIR
T 26 - Palm - teacher conferences and inservice on writing and art ideas
October 2 Metz % day - observation ‘and evaluation . .
. 3 Metz - classrooms - . )
“ 4 Metz % day. Palm % day - clagsrooms - oL ) :
5 Palm - demonstgation of films and dictation process .
15 Pale - inservice and classrooms ] -
16 Metz - inservice and classrooms ° T
. 22 Metz - inservice and ¢lassrooms ’ . o
23 Metz - ingsepVice and classrooms ; - .
~ 224 Palm - clads v
25 R sultant Jack Howell
3 . evaluation and teacher conferences and inservice
/. . . ..
26 ‘Metz/- LEIR Consultant Jack Bowe‘ll
. sroom evaluation and teacher conferences and inservice
ting L ‘ v i

Palm % day - observation and evaluation ' -
Pala - classroom and ingervice of pupil pages az;d level manuals
" Palm : classrooms -

Metz - classroomd

Metz % day - classrooms

P#lm % dgy - observation’and evaluation

Palm % day - teacher conferences

Metz % day - observation and evaluation.

Palm - classrooms’ . '
Metz % day - classrooms - o

* Palm - classrooms - observation arnd confervnces
Palm - classrooms

Palm - grade level mcetings -~
Palm - demonstrations apd inservice

Palm % day - classrooms .

Metz - grade level meetings

* This 1ist was supplied by the EBEC consultant.

’ ’
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’ . February

March

Aprtl

13

14 .

15
18

o

12
14
15
22

29

S W

12
17
18
19

00~ O

-’

1 e=2 - .
’ ) Q
Metz 8 day - clas,sroou .
‘Metz - classrooms and inservice on book binding
.Metz - classrooms and correlation of library naterials :
Palm - classrooms and teacher conferences '
Palm - demonstrations - inservice on book binding
Palm - classrooms ‘ - . :
Metz - individual teacher rences and principal meeting.
* Metz ~ classrooms . . .
Metz - classrooms and 1nsefv1ce ‘ -
Palm - .classrooms ’ -

Palm - conferences and meeting of administrators.
Pala and Metz teachers and aides - involvement session

v .
- Palm « individu,l teachers and materials order to ,support
program S i .
Palm - individual teaﬁheqs and classroom demonstration ‘
Palm - individual teachers and classrooms :
Métz - classrooms -

. Metz - classrooms -

" Palm - individual teach,éts ~met Dorice Kemp for plans

-of following year -

_Palm - grade level meeti\ngs .

‘Metz - grade ‘level meeting o : -~

Meeting of principals-and Dorige Kemp

Palm and Metz teachers and aides - involvement session
Palm teachers on organization of L&nguage Arts Fair and
did video tape - -
Meeting of Metz teachers on Languaga Arts Fair .

Palm - denonstration of book binding for parents to organize
publishing center. Meeting with teacbers

Palm - teachers and night pareht involvement session
Preparation for Language Arts Fairs

Preparafion for Language Arts Fairs -

_Night parent involvement session

Preparation for Language Arts Fairs

Preparation for Language Arts FPadirs

Preparation for Language Arts Pairs ,

Palm - Language Arts Fair S
\/Hetz - ‘Language Arts Fafr
’ . -3 . \
e ”~ ’




Date/Period,of Administration: October, 1973

Population: Principals at Palm, Mets, and Martin

Data Collected b . Office of !ulud.on'suff -

Data Collection Supervised By: Office of Evaluation Staff
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In October, 1973,’dm:1ns the first project year, a princip.i questiomnaire .

was adainistered to ascer principal reactions to the implementation o J
and apparent success of Project Assist. Questions concerning.the - - //
regular school program and ‘vther: special programs were asked, but o7

only their responses Wb the'questions sbout Project Assist are. - . s 1

reported here. . o . / o

. - . . oo -

: ‘ N .S |
The responses of the principals at the three project sdboi/; are 14ed 1
in Teble Q-1. The . principals agreed strongly that project s had been ) ]
of assistance to ‘the school staff in implemsnting the progras, hnd, - <
_generally speaking, that the materials provided were sdequits to imple- !
sent ‘the program. They agreed that aides cared about students and their <
learning progress; snd that aides axhibited intiative. They also agreed , |
. that aides did a good job with studsnts when ‘alone and provided .

extrs individual sttention and instiuction, and that students responded S

well to the aides. - Principals were %ot as dent about the training \
the aides received, or that aides could effectively assist in diagnosing -
student blems. They wers not sure whether students would
learn less or the sead 1f gides were taken out of their schools : ) }

R
L

SUMMARY . - _ .

At the beginning of the first project yesr, pfincipids agreed strongly
that Project Assist staff assistance and matsrisls had been adequate to )
implement the program. Principals expressed confidence about some
aide capabilities and dgubth about others, . '
A
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Table Q-1: RESPONSES OF PALS AT P, 0

. OCTOBER, 1973 .  ~

1 1f atdes are present in your school, please answer t;h. ﬁollo'l.ns items,

circling the letter of the response vh:lch but describes your 1
using the following scale: i .
Y
. , s, Completely disagres . ' :
5. Disagree K -
" ¢. HNo opinion : . . - -
’/. - ‘. “t“ ' e : ’ ‘ .
— . 8. Completely asres
i e -~
" | .20, - The teacher aides in my school really L S
‘ care about the students.and their - ' . 1y
‘progress, " - @& -_ b c - d. e

2. The teacher aifies m-y school uhib:lt

‘ BED § 8 |

initistive in working with students. ‘8 b ¢ 4 ‘e

2J; 'be teacher aMes in my school bave S .
. been wall trained for their job, ; - e b e d e )

23, The teacher aidhs in my school can /. . -

effectively assist in disgnosing . - 111

student reading problems. - s b c. _ d e
24, The students in my school respond : _ 1

well to the teacher aides. et b c d e
Zéfﬁmthctucbudduin-yschoh ’ LA

are-working slone helping students, 55 U

1 feel sure they aye doing & good job, a .. b c .4 e

26, Iftheuacherudunnuhpou:

[
” ~
P

. of my school, the ntudento wuld ]
e lurnal.otleu. . . & b c d e
27. .If the tescher aides were taken out
of my school, the students would
recaive much less individual attention c, ) 1 . 11
and instruction. . - a . b c d e
36. .The people in ESAA, Project Assist -have ‘ B L
__been of assistance to you.and your staff T 111
in implemsnting the program, s b/ c d e

37, ‘Ths materials provided for ESAA, Project

Assist have been adequate to meet the
needs gf"i.-plnmtins the programs, ‘a

.. » »" . . - -Q.ng
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